


















































































































































































and manufacturex (McMananrcn r9g4d 232,1 . McMananon thensynthesizes these results with floral, faunal, and ceramic datato produce a four-fold classification of concentrations,consisting ofr_ prinary deposits, rimited activities; prirnaivdeposits' wide range of activitiesi secondary depositsl shelinidden; and secondary deposits, generai midden tiggEi:369).
In t,he course of the these analyses, I{cManamon concludesthat inost a'sseinblages at 198N281, inclirding Concentration 2gL.4a,the location of the 1983 excavations, are doninated by th;products of nlate stage manufacturing and tool maintenance rltherthan pr imary nanufacturing,' (l984d:40y . The site also has fourconcentrations where indicators of pr irnary manuf actur ing arepresentr along with evidence of secondary manufacturing and toolmaintenancei one of these is Concenlration 28L.42- (McMananon

I984d: Table 9.1{), irunediately adjacent to Concentration 281.43(see Figure I.4) .

Along with indications of a fairly wide range of lithicactivities at the site, L9BN28l also tras exteniive areaswith high lithic and/or fire-cracked rock densities. The LgTg
and 1980 fieldwork at the site produced a minuscule anount offaunal naterial., and in conparison with sites I98N308, l9BN34l,
ald_198N288 (among others at Nauset) (Figure 1.1), virlually n6shel'1. McManamon (1984e:377-383) suggesls that sirells are absentbecause the prehistoric inhabitanti-did not discard them on thesite r dnd not because of poor preservation. This set ofcharacteristics indicates that the archeological record atI9BN281 is composed of prinary deposits, and 13 concentrations,including 281.41 through zbt.l0 (Figure 1.4), represent a widerange of activities (McManamon 1984e:lG1L7l. The deposits areprobably the product of overlapplngr r€p€dt€dr snall, short_terrnoccupations' and not nanything like a viilage settlenent'l
{McManamon 1984e : 380) .

_Analysis of the artifacts fron the 1983 excavations atr9BN28r can begin to evaluate these suggestions by carefullyexamining the bifaces for evidence reti[ing to manufacture an&use. Analysis of the distribution of artifacts within the 33square neters. area nay help to confirm the hypothesized conrmunityPattern at the site. The issues raised in this section aridiscussed in later portions of this chapter and in the followingchapte r .

Orientation-and - procedgal Notes

^ -This chapter describes the assenblage recovered in 19g3 bydividing the artifasts into a nunber of -anatyticii fiel.ds orclasses- clagses are broad categories of irtifaets, and arlartifacts in a given class share certain characieristies incommon. The characteristics of sone classes encompass a
"officiently large and sufficiently varriuie- -poputation 

ofartifacts that they require furthir subdivisibn- (groups and
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FTGURE 3.2. Examples of Group I (ranceolate) non-stemmedbifaces. A-J, subgroup Ai K-T, subgroup B; U-DD, subgroup C.
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TABTE

Biface GrouPs

3.1

and Material,s

Quar tz FeIsic
Volcanics

Qu ar tz ite TotaI

ti*rn-Stemned
Grp lA

18
1c

GrP 2A
28
2c
2D

Grp 3A
3B

Misc.

Stenmed
Grp I
GrP 2

Ii{isc.

Fragments
A
B

Total

I1
4

11

3
5
7

IO

7
l0

3

19

13

2

L42 35

t4
l0
L7

I
5
7

I3

I
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0
I
0

0
0
0
0

0
I
0

3
5
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I
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0
3

I
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L3
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0
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0

2

0
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TABLE 3.2

Dinensions of Onplete Group I (Lanceolate)
tilcn-Stemmed Bifaces

teng th width Thic kness Weight

Group lA (n=3)
x 52.4
s 7.3

range 44.4-58.8

Group fB (n=2 )F 51.2
s 7.7

range 45.8-55.7

Group
5L.2
ll.g

40.2-64 .8

lc !n=4)
x
s

range

26.5
1.0

22.4-30.5

24.7
r.4

23.7-25.7

2L.4
3.7

16 .6- 25.4

L7.7
4.9

L4.3-23.2

L2.4
L.2

ll.5-13.2

10.5
1.1

8.9-11.3

29.2
13. 4

17. 4-43 . g

13.2
0.7

L2.6- 13.7

12.3
6.4

5.9-19.9

85



Edges are regular. Both prirnary and sma1ler, shallower secondary
flake scars are Present.

Gr oup 2i Leaf Bifages

llumberz2g Tables:3.I, 3.3 Figures:3.I, 3.3

These bif aces are broad and well-thinned. Proxirnal ends are
roundedr ond the maximun width tends .!o occur on the proximal
half of the biface. Typically, blade edges are excurvate and
intersect at the distal end at a less acute angle than those of
Group l.

Group 2A. Examples in this sample are too fragmentary to
permiEl--aA-liccurate description of plans. Cross-sections are
thick, and all four examples have fairly regular sections. Edges
are somewhat hravy. Only large flake scars reaching the biface
mid-Iine are present.

Group 28, Plan varies from somewhat irregular to regular.
--bCrossrE&ETdiE are thinner than Group 2A, and some bifaces have

unthinned lumps. Size range of this group aPpears to be great,
based on the Iargely fragmentary examples. Generally, edges are
regular. Bifaces are shaped primarily by large' flake scars
reaching the mid-line.

Group 2C. plan varies from sonewhat irregular to regular.
crossrE&TT6frs about as thick as Group 28, and some bifaces have
unthinned lumps. Size range is smaller than 28, Generallyt
edges are regular. Smaller edge shaping flake scars are
superimposed on the pattern of thinning flake scars on most
bifacesi a few of the bifaces reached their present state of
finish by t,he removal of thinning f lakes alone.

Group 2D. Most examples in this sample, have regular plans.
CrosslffiEfffis are thinner than 28. Size range is somewhat
smaller than 28, and bifaces in 2O tend to be broader than those
of 2C. Generally, edges are regular. Smaller, edge shaping
flake scars are superinposed on the pattern of thinnirq flake
scars on most bifaces in the sample.

SIggp-3 s Ovate Bif aceq

Numbe t t22 Tables:3 .1; 3. 4 Figures;3.It

These bifaces are approximately equidimensional
and width. The outline plans of most examples
unambiguous identification of proxirnal and distal
are continuously excurvate.

Group 3g. Plan is irregular, and edges are wavy. Cortex is
preseif-fiii-at least one faee of seven of the eight examples in

3.4

in lengt,h
do not allow
ends. Edges

sc



TABLE 3.3

Dinensions of Oomplete Group 2
tibn-Stenmed Bifaces

Length widrh Thickness vfeigh t
Group 2C (n=l)

x
s

range

47.5
2.9

4 5-5 1.3

27.6
2.5

24-29.6

32.9
3.0

28.9-37.9

13 .2
1.5

ll .8-14 .8

II.9
1.5

10. 3-14 .g

I7.3
3.0

13.5-20.1

L9.2
6.9

8.5-30.8

Group 2O (n=7 )
F 55.0
s 5.6

range 48.8-63.3
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FIGURE 3.3.
group At E-Ir

Group 2 (leaf) non-stemmed bifaces'
subgroup A; J-P, subgrouP C; Q-CC,

A-D, sub-
subgroup D.
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TABLE 3.I

Dincnslone of Oonplete Group 3 (Ovoid)
lbn-Stenned Bifaces

Length I{idrh Thickness r{e igh t
GrouP 3A (n-2)

- 64.5
s 9.7

range 57.8-71.5

Group 38 (n=3)
T 38.5
s 7.5

rar4te 30.5-{5.1

4g. g
13.9

39-58.5

32.7
10.6

20.8-41.2

25.2
g.g

18.3-32.2

15.0
5.7

9.6 -21.0

90.3
59.6

{8.1-132.4

lg.5
14. I

5.8-33.6
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FIGURE 3.4. Group 3 (ovate) and miscellaneous non-stemmed
bifaces. A-D, examples of group 3A; E-H examples of Group
38; I-L, miscellanious non-stemmed bifaces; M-Or examples
of subgroup A biface fragrments; P-R, examples of subgroup
B biface fragments.
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this subgroup. cross-sections are thlck, and the bifaces arel1lSer only large flake scars reaching the rnid-liner or near thenid-line, are present.

$rouP,38. Plan. is -irregular to sonewhat regular.cross-sections somewhat thinner than Group 3A, and untf,innedlumps are present on some specimens. Bifaces in this 
"uugr"upcover a broad range of sizes. Edges are wavy or regular, aid i;general the bifaces are shaped only by rarge itare siars.'

I'ti scellaneous Non-stemmed Bi f aces

Number:4 Tab1e :3. I Figures:3.1 , 3.4

The 1983 excavations produced two rectanguloid bifaces(Specinens 16350 and tG40g). Both have someihat irregularplans and wavy edges. Each was shaped by the removal of i;;;;flakes that extend to the mia-line. The technorogiciicharacteristics of these tno specimens are eguivalent to the Asubgroups of non-stemmmed biface Groups 1-3. specinen rG350 is athickr conplete biface made of quartz. splcimen lG40g is afragmentary biface nade of red-purpte tetsite; it is the largeiand better thinned of the two.

the 1983^_ assemblage also includes one marginal biface(specinen 15201), a quartz pebble that has been nodifiea--uvbifaciar flaking. The .gg" is irregular and wavy. Large frakescars extend more than halfway across the two frces of thepebble' terminating near a cortex-covered f rcet that is roughiyperpendicular to the modified faces. The technologi."icharacteristics of this specimen is eguivalent to the A subgroupsof Groups l-3.

Stemned Bifacesry-

Group I: Cape Sternrned

Numbe r :2L Tables :3 . l, 3. 5 F. igures 3 .5 , 3 .6
Bifaces in this group I,.y" weakly def ined, round shoulders,glightly contracting or stightly expan&ing stens, and 

"*p.na"ibases 
_(f reguentry wi th tlngs- in th; sense of Ri tchie [r9zr:Figure 1l ) . The bifaces are biplano or asymmetricalry biconvex(each 4 of 9) in^Jongitudinar section. Most comnonly, bases aresubconvex (13 of 2Ll. Stem proportions letp differenti"i"--Ar;;;t stenned bifaces from Group 2 itemmed uiiiles-iFi;;;" 3.6). rheshoulder width,/base width ;atio-ranges from o.i2 io t.ze i"=rii;46t (5) have ratios ress than l.o (bise wider than shourders) and54* have ratios equar to or greater than L.0 (shouldJrs equar toor wider than base). The shoulder height,/sil;id;; width ratio
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TABLE 3.5

Dimensions of Group I (CaPe) Stemned Bifaces

range med ian

lbx L

Itlax !{

Mqx Thick

Shoulder Ht

Shoulder W

Base W

wt

4r.3

23.6

10.4

23.4

23.2

22.3

L2.L2

37. I
r8.2

7.6

13.5

L7.6

12.8

5. 00

7*

1*

'l*

l3

L2

t9

7*

rl.7
3.5

2.L

7.0

3.1

2.L

8.2'I

5.8

0,9

1.3

2.3

l.l
L.2

L.52

30- 65. 4

19.5 -30 .2

9.4-14.6

L6-42

Lg.2-30.2

L8.7-25.2

7.53-30.45

28.9-tl5

r7.3-19.5

6. 5-9 .8

r0- 18

15.3-18.9

11. l-14.7
3.52-7.45

37.3

23.3

9.9

2l .0

22.9

22.0

8.51

rOomplete bifaces only.

TABLE 3.6

Dimensions of Group 2 (l{ading River) Stenmed Bifaces

!,lax L

trhx 9{

Max T

Shoulder

Shoulder

Base W

r{t

Ht

w

7*

7*

7*

L2

II
L2

7*

35.0

r8.l
7.2

14. 0

L7.4

L2.4

4.42

t6nplete bifaces only.
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FIGURE 3.5. Stemmed bifaces.
Y. HH, Group 2 (Wading River);
Stemmed) ; KK-NN, milcellaneous

l:Ut_Group 1 (Cape Stemmed);rr-JJ, Group 3 (squibnocket
sternmed bif aces.
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ranges from 0.86 to 1.39 (n=1I); 46t (5) have ratios less than
1.0 (stems longer than they are wide) and 54t have ratios greater
than 1.0 (sten; wider than they are long). The stem inflection
is usually located closer to the base than to the shoulders (stem
height,/sh6ulder height ranges from 0.19 to 1.0 (n=13); four ale
qre;te; than 0.5). iypically, blades qre biconvex (9 of L2) in
transverse section inA ovite (4 of 7l in plan. Blades are
usually short and asymmetrical, probably because they have been
reshariened. The Clpe Stenmed bifaces have the broadest stems'
thickes-t transverse slctions, greatest weight of any group of
stemmed bifaces at l9BN28l.

Sternned bifaces of this forn comprise an obvious and widely
distributed form within the Cape Cod National Seashore survey
collection as a whole. They iirst came to the authors attention
as he was preparing the chronological overview, based on the
I979-l9Bl bati (soistel 1984b). stemned bifaces similar to Group
i appear in iilustrations of several reports {e.9.7 Moffett
Lg57:Plate 4, lNos. 33-35, Plate 5r-No 46, 1959:Plate l:53;
Ri tchie f 969b:Plate 4lr-tib . 201 , but no one seems to have
described them as a distinct group or tyPe (e.9.1 they are
included under the miscellaneoui category of Borstel [1984b:Table
8.41 ). However, T. Mahlstedt (personal communication 1984 and

l9g-5i of the Massachusetts Historical Comrnission has noted that
in"V'occur in a number of collections from Cape Cod and adjacent
coastal areasr and he proposes to call such bifaces Cape Stenmed
projectile points. That name is employed here because the form
i" iot limitld in distribution to the High Head area.

Group 2: l{adilg-Blger Stemmed

Number:13 TabIeS:3.17 3.5r 3.7 FigUreS 3.5r 3.6

Bifaces in this group have weak to moderately -well-defined,
rounded "noufd"i", 

- Straigtrt or slightly expandinq stems, and

bases that are nariower than the shoulders. The most common

i""gitudinal section is asymnetrically biconvex (4 of 9l' Bases

"r""straight 
(6) , subconvei (6) , or -trivectoral (simi lar to

subconvex) (t). Sten proportions- ft:lp differentiate Group 2

stemmed bifaces from Croup i stemmed bif rces (Figure 3'6) ' The

shoulder tiJirrTnase wibttr ratio ranges from .I'20 to L'62
(shoulders wider than bases) (n=II) ' Th9 shoulder
height/shoulder width ratio ranges from .53 to 1'06 (n=lllr so

stems are mosi often (with one exception in this sample) ronger
than they are wide. The stem inflection is located more than
halfway -between the base and the shoulders (range for stem
n.ighiT"nou1Aei freigtrt is 0.50 to 0.90 (n=12). Typically' blades
are biconvex in tiansverse section (7 of 10) and ovate in plan
(5 of 9). Ctoup 2-stemmed bifaces are smallerr thinner' and

Iighter than tho". of Gpoup I. In contrast to the Cape Stemmed

bifaces, the Wiai"g niver- group shows little evidence of
resharpening.
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The Group 2 stenmed bifaces from 19BN281 fit well within
the range of forms and dimensions that Ritchie (1969b z24I-2421
describes for the Wading River projectile point type on Ftartha's
Vineyard. Ritchie (1959b224L) considers this style to be closely
associated with the Squibnocket complex on !{artha's Vineyard and
with the coeval Sylvan Lake complex in New York, both of which
date to the centuries before 4000 BP.

The Massachusetts Historical Commission's prehistoric survey
team takes a different approach to classifying snall stemmed
trnints. rheir tYpology subdivides these bifaces into four groups
on the basis of stem and base attributes (Johnson and Malhstedt
1984 t25-26, 86-95), and they assign a rong age range (ca.
6000-2300 Bp: Middl.e Archaic-Early hbodland) - to [he forms. Forcross-reference purposes, stemmed biface Groups 2 and 3 have beenclassif ied according to this systemr and lfre assignments ofindividual bifaces is recorded in Appendix 4. Table 3.7sunmarizes sone metric attributes for the bifaces classified inthis fashion.

Group 3: Squibnocket Stenned

Number:2 Tables 3.1, 3.'1 , 3.9 Figures 3.5, 3.6
Bifaces in this group have weakly defined, round shouldersand narrovr, tapering stems. The l9B3 eicavationi produced onlytwo specinens, s9 they are described individuaily. specimei16f75 is asymmetrically biconvex in longitudinal s"ctiott. rt hasa narrowr straight base. rtre blade is triangular in plan andbiconvex in transverse sec_tion. Specimen tltgz is an unusuallysmall (length 20 mm) biface, which is asynmetricallyconcavo-convex in longitudinal section. the base is subconveiand unthinned (*ay have been finished by snapping or may bes_triking platform of f 1ake blank). tie blaii il excurvate inplan and biconvex in transverse section,
Both of these artifacts seem to fit Ritchie's (r969b:243)description of- the_squibnocket Stemmed form, uui specimen 16lg7may be at the edge of the range for the type iit is ilassified asa.squibnocket partly on compaiison with niictrie trgoib:plate Lt;Figure 16J ) . Ritchie assoliates Squibnocket stenmed points withthe squibnocket comprex on Martha's - --vineyara. 

F.orcross-reference purposes these two artifacts are also classifiedaccording to the Massachusetts rlistorical cornmissi;;;"--i;;;;;;and Mahrstedt r984:86-95) snall stemmed poinr;;;";; (Appendix 4and Table 3.71.
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TABLE 3.7

Dimensions of Group 3 and Miscellaneous Small Stemnred Bifaces

Cat. No. Descr iption lrbx L lbx W Max T wt

1517s

r5 187

16176

L6284

16390

16449

Squib. St.

Squib. St.

vfelI-thinned
Ianceolate

Large Archaic?
tr iangle

Eared lanceolate

Contracting stem
weak shoulders

32.5

2 0.0

67.3

48 .5

54.9

-50.0

L5.2

r0.7

29.3

-31

19.6

15.8

8.6

4.5

7.7

5.5

11.0

8.5

3 .85

0.95

]-7.42

8.22

10.86

6.36
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TABLE 3.8

Dimensions of Stemmed Bifaces Cross-Classified
as Small Stemmed points

gTaU Stemned I
Max L

x 38.0
S
range
nl

Small Stemned II
3 5.4
7.0

28 .9-45,0
4

35.2
L.2

34 .3-3 6 .0
2

Max hl

15.3
3.5

12.9-I7.9
2

I8.3
l.l

I 7 .3-lg .5
4

17.5
0.9

16-lg ,3
5

17.6
2.0

16 .2-l g

2

Irlax T

7.3
0.3

7 .L-7.5
2

7.6
0.9

5.7-g.g
4

6.9
0.9

5.9-7.9
5

9.2
0.9

I ,6-g. g

2

sh t{

r5.0

1

13 .0
3.5

l0 .0- lg.0
4

13.3
1.9

10 .0- 15, 0
5

15.5
2.L

15. 0- lg ,0
2

clas s ified

sh Ht

17.3

I

L7.g
L.2

16 .g-rg. g

4

17. I
L.2

15.3-19.3
5

L7.4
1.8

I5 .2-19 . 7
2

according to

Small Stenmed III
--

x
s
range
n

x
s
ran9 e
n

Small Stenned IV

x
s
range
n

Note: Included
the criteria of

3g.l
7.9

32.5-43.'I
2

are Group 2
Johnson and

and 3 stemrned bifaces
!,tahlstedt (f984: 8G-95)
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Miscellaneous Stemned Bif aces

Number:4 Tables :3.1, 3 .'l , 3. I Figures :3 .51 3.5

Four bifaces recovered
placed into any of the three
form with material earlier
grouPs.

in the 1983 excavations cannot be
stemned groups, nor do any of them
excavated fron the site, additional

Specinen 16176 is a large lanceolate stemmed biface found in
2011-00-010. The blade is ovate in plan, terminating in a
rounded tiP. The biface has low, round shoulders and a slightly
expanding.sten. A small portion of the stem is missing, but the
base is ciearly subconcave. ltre longitudinal section ls biplano;
the transverse section of the blade is plano-convex. Specimen
16176 is made of fine-grained felsic volcanic rock thit has
weathered to pale yellowr but weathering has not proceeded to thepoint where the surface of the rock is soft and chalky. Theflake arrises on the surface and the biface edges are rounded by
some form of abrasionr such as water rolLing wind polishingr otbuffing against leather.

Specimen 16284 is a large triangular biface from 215-00-015.
The biface possesses stern-like and shoulder-li ke elenents. Theproximal 10 mm of the lateral edges diverge, and the blade edges
begin to converge toward the tip, distal of sharply definid,obligue angle "shoulders. rr fire blade is excurvate-incurvate
(recurved) and may well be resharpened; serrations are absent.fn transverse section the blade is biconvex, and the biface has abiplano longitudinal section. The base is distinctive; it is
convexr ltith a deeper convexity of snaller radius superimposed atthe nidline. The deeper convexity is the product of the removal
from both f aces of basal thinning f lakes; the scars of thethinning flakes extend about l0 mn from the base. Specinen L6294is made of a fine-grained felsic volcanic rock that has weathered
to_pale yellow. The rock surface is generally undeteriorated,
and the biface's edges and flake arrisei are crisp. Although th;biface is within the size range of Late Woodland Levannatriangles (Ritchie 1971:31-32r Johnson and Mahlsted1984:130-131), the specimen is not a Levanna triangle. rtdiffers from the tevanna type by having the stenrrite andshoulder-like elements, in the more acute angle between the tip
and the lateral ends of the base, and in the node of basalthinning.

Specinen 16390 (from 2254-00-0f5) is a narrow lanceolatebiface with small basal tangs (ears). The blade isparallel-ovate in plan and plano-triangular in transversesection. The biface is asynmetrically concavo-convex inlongitudinal section, and one face hai a large, thick rumfcovered by cortex. Although the overall forn of the biface i;well defined and the edges are regular, the lack of thinninggives the biface an uniinished apiearatrc". The base is
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subconvex. The specimen is
fine-g rained felsic volcanic) .

nade of banded rhyol ite (a

Specirnen l-6449 (fron 233-00-010) is a narrow stenmed bif ace
with weakly-defined, round shoulders and a contracting stem. the
stem expands slightly at the base. The base is partially
missingr So its plan cannot be determined. The overall plan of
the blade is ovate, but one edge is recurved. The blade
transverse section is thick and asymmetrically bitriangular,
Specinen 16449 is nade of banded rhyolite (a fine-grained felsic
volcanic rock).

Biface Flagnents

Number:44 Tables:3.1, 3 .9

Forty-four specinens are too fragmentary to classify into
one of the stemmed or non-stenmed bif rce groups. Included among
these fragments are pieces of non-stemmed bifaces and probably
portions of stenmed bifaces, distal of the shoulders. Attempts
to ref it fragrments have been largely unsuccessful . For
descriptive purposes the fragments are sorted into portion and
stage categories (Table 3.9).

Distal fragments include those pieces with edges converging
at a sharply defined point; these are assumed to be distal
fragments-because no bipointed or barbed bifaces occur in the
198N281 assemblage. Proximal fragrnents have lateral edges and a
squared or rounded base; all recognizable stenmed proximal
fiagrnents are included in the descriPtions of the stemmed
biflces. Lateral and medial fragments have one or both edges
(respectively), but the edges do not converge on the fragnent or
intersect the base.

The fragments are sorted into tvto stage subgroups. Most of
these fragnents couLd not be placed in finer subdivisions.
Subgroup A fragments are thick, have large (only) flake scars,
and-havl sinu6us edges; this category is eguivalent to the A
su$roups of norrstenmed bif ace Groups l-3. SubqrouP B fragments
are thiirner, have large and small flake scarsr and have regular
edges; this category includes fragments that would be classified
in-the Br Cr or D subgroups of the non-stemmed biface groups.
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TABLE 3.9

Biface Fragments

Subg roup Proxinal Dis ta I l.ted ial Late rial Total

3

II
0

6

A

B

9

l5
L2

32

0

0

TotaI

TABLE 3. IO

Retouched Flake and Uniface Dinensions

Specimen Provenience Tech Type Material lft .No. (c)

24 44

L62L2

L527 4

L6278

I 5{30

1643 6

Specimen
No.

206-00-015

2L4-0 0-010

214 -0 0- 0I 5

229-00- 0 20

23L- 0 0-0 00

L
nn

w
nm

Ret FL

Ret FI

Ret Fl

Uni

ReI FI

T
mm

Loca tion
of Retouch

Qtz

FgFV

WeF

FgFV

Qtz

4.60

7.50

9.7 7

12.8 5

7.gg

EdgeSpan

L52L2

L627 4

L6278

t 6430

I5'136

24.5

24.9

>32

24.5

23.L

proxi maI

proxi maI
d i stal

late ral
la te ral
Iate ral

24.9

42
37

39

53 ,5

26.4

7.0

7.1

75"

55"
45"

35"

40"

55"10.4

Key: Ret Fl.
gravel felsic

-Retouched FIaket Uni -Uniface;
volcanic; t{eF -tfeathered Fe}sic

QEz -Quartz; FgFv -Fine
VoIcanic.

101



Uniface and Retouched Flakes

Number:5 Table: 3 . 9 Figure:3.4

Four retouched flakes and one uniface were recovered during
the 1983 excavations. Both technology types have systematic'
regular edge rnodif ication, but the flake scars on the retouched
fllkes extend less than half the distance to the longitudinal
axis of the flake. Specimen L6278 should be regarded as a
possible retouched flake, because the edge and surface morphology
ilE-"Gaured as a result of weathering. All of the retouched
flakes are unifacially rnodif iedr dnd their edges are sinuous;
overall, their plans are varied. The uniface and the retouched
flakes are all modified on the dorsal surfaces of the flake
blanks. Steep edge angLes suggest scraping vras the primary
function of most of these tools.

Cores

No cores have been noted ln the 1983 assemblage. This
absence is probably due both to raw material characteristics
(quartz pebblls tend to be snall) and to the rare use of
pfepared cores for flake production. A few artifacts in the
Ufolf category night alternatively be classified as cores (sone
of the worked pebbles) or core fragments.

Flakes and Blocks

Numbe r:1 5714 Table: 3.11

Flakes and related debitage make up the bulk of the lithic
assemblage from the 1983 excavations, and for the site as a

"trot". ihis material is classif ied into six categories in the
survey's caialoging system (litcMananon 1984d:Table 9.9). Tv'o
generil commenti iUout the classification are in order. First'
[n" classification is a taxonomy in the sense of DunneII
(L971:76-84) (Figure 3.7). The categories are hierarchicalr so
some artifacts pliced in one category may also have attributes of
another categor!. Second, in contrast to I'lcManamon (1982:7-8;
t9g4d z 25-27-t 321 , the aulhor takes an even less restrictive view
of the relationlnip between some of the technological categories
and the stages of tool manufacture they indicate. This polnt of
view reflects a detailed examination of the I9BN281 lithic
assemblage --something that has not been previously undertaken
for the park gurvey collections. The following comments apply
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Chipped Stone?

Yes

Yes

DECORTICATION FLN(E

Mod if ica tion?

Fits

TRIII

No
\

lorn ERI

BIFACE I UNIFACE, RETOUCHED FLAI(E' or CORE

Flake rrc)r

No

Systematic, Intentional Edge
/

Yes
I

IFits into a 2x2 cm box?

Yes Noll
SHATTER BLOCK

box?

o

Cortex anvwhere?

-\ No

/
/

/

" 
:*t"n 

ansle?

t*i
THINNING FLAKE GENERAL FLAI(E

The attributes used to distinguish among bifaces, unifacesr
retouched flakes r and cores are not shown. Some categories have
additionaL, secondary criteria (see McMananon 1984d:Table 9.9);
however, the questions in this key are the critical
characteristics for distinguishing the types.

Figure 3.72 Partial Dichotonpus Key for Technology
Classif ication.

Iinto a 2x2 cm
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only to 198N281, since other assemblages have not been examined
as closely.

Among artifacts without intentional, systematic edge
modificationr the taxonomy distinguishes between flakes and
blocks. Flakes have morphological elements that allow the
cataloger t,o distinguish dorsal and ventral surfaces and to
orient the flake relative to the direction of the force that
detatched it (see Crabtree L972244t 45, 48). Blocks are thick
angular pieces that lack such rnorphology; blocks also include
artifaits that are not flakes and lack systematically formedt
functional edges.

Flakes are first subdivided by size. Trim flakes are those
that fit within a 2 cn x 2 cm box. This is by far the largest
technology type at the siteT dccourting for 71.lt of all lithics
f rom the 1983 excavations. McMananton (1984d:27) regards them as
indicators of "the final shaping and thinning of bifaces or
unif aces and the re juvination of tool edges blunted by us€. rl

Many trim flakes may be produced by edge shaping and tool
resharpening, but they are also produced by edge prepagation at
other stages of manufacture. For example, in the initial phases
of biface manufacture small flakes are produced when the
stoneworker cleans and strengthens an edge before removing a
large flake. Trin flakes may have cortex' but the frequency of
this attribute anong trin flakes has not been measured.

A11 flakes having cortexl €ither on the dorsal face or on
the platforn, are classified as decortication flakes. Seven
percent of the lithics are decortication flakes. In the l9BN281
assenblage the characteristics of the cortex are sinilar to those
of pebbles and cobbles found in the local drift and in drift
derived marine deposits. fn the 1983 assemblagel a minority of
this type are primary decortication flakes (as defined by White
1963:5). These include bcth flakes with cortex-covered platforms
(primary flakes in the strictest sense) and those having
platforms on fresh rock. Secondary decortication flakes comprise
the rnajority of this type. Since use vtear analysis has not been
undertaken, it is not possible to evaluate the applicability to
the 198N281 lithics of White's (1963:5) assertion that such
flakes "ttere, in nany instances, selected to be used as a
naturally backed knife." A few decortication flakes have cortex
only on the platform. tr{any of theser ds we1l as a few prinary
and secondary flakes, have striking angles (and Possibly other
attributes) that would place them into the thinning flake tyPe'
were it not for the presence of cortex. As llcManamon (L984d 227 |
notesl d majority of decortication flakes are indicators of the
initial steps in slone tool making; however, some decortication
flakes, especially those with cortex only on the platform or on a
small seciion of the dorsal face may be produced fairly well
aLong in the manufacturing process.

No thinning flakes are recorded for the 1983 assemblage.
The absence oi this tyPe results from a weakness in the
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cataloging system and does not indicate that no biface shaping
took place al the site. The cataloging system failed to identify
such ilakes for at least two reasons: firstr some thinning flakes
are also decortication flakesr and decortication flakes take
precedence; second, the def inition of thinning f Iakes (trtc!'tanamon
iggaa:Table 9.9) is difficult to apply without measuring flakes
individually. The survey cataloging system probably
under-represents flakes produced by bifacial thinning of rocks of
all rnater ia1s.

Flakes that are greater t,han 2 cm in maximum dimension and
that lack cortex or very acute striking angles are the second
most common technology type, accounting for 11.2* of all lithics.
McManamon (I984d:Table 9.9 and 27', calIs these "regular f lakes" t
but this study uses the term "general flakes. " This type
includes some flakes produced by bifacial thinning. It may also
include flake blanks --pieces intended for shaping into tools.
Since most general flakes are under 6 cm in length (bifaces are
generally larger) and formed unifacesr such as scrapersr are
iare, the number of flake blanks is probably guite small. Use
wear study has not been undertakenr so the freguency with which
the Late Archaic people at 19BN28l used flakes as casual tools is
unknown. The diversity of sizes, proPortionsr dt1d other
attributes of individual specimens in the general flake type
makes the author hesitant to regard then as indicative of any one
part of the manufacturing Process (cf. McManamon 1984d2271.

Blocks are angular pieces that do not fit into a 2 cm x 2 cm
square; smaller angular pieces lacking flake -attributes are
termed shatter. Shatter is the third most common lithic type in
the 1983 assemblage (8.0t), and blocks rank fifth in abundance
(1.5t). Both McManamon (1984d:40) and Borstel (1984c2322) have
observed that of all naterials used for chipped stone tools on
outer Cape Cod, quartz has the tendency to produce the highest
proportion of blocky debitage.

The technological type, block, includes several kinds of
material. Iqost common are those artif acts that f it the category
definition closely. Blocks are multifaceted, and the facets are
commonly formed by segments of large flake scars. In other
classification scnemei (e.g. r White 1963: 5) ' some of these
pieces rnight be classif ied as core nuclei (exhausted cores). A

minority 6f blocks have smaller or larger patches of cortex. The
block Lategory also includes a quantity of specimens best
described as w6rked pebbles. Worked pebbles in the assemblage
include the following: targe fragments of pebbles with limited
modification of the fricture surface(s); pebbles having one to a

few flake scars on one or mcre faces; and pebbles that have been
flakeC so that all or most cortex has been removed from one face.
Some of these are clearly bifaces in the earliest stages of
reduction; others may be stones that were tested and rejected as
potential tool blanks. A f ew artif act,s in the block category
ire pieces that nay be bifaces, but because of plan or thick
cro"i-section do not have functional edges; these seem almost to
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be analogous to pieces of wood that are idly whittled until
hardly anything remains. Finallyr d few artifacts have beenclassified as blocks which on re-examination could more properly
have been included within the general flake or decorticationflake types.. (Since only a small portion of the assemblage hasbeen re-examined in detail, these are left in the blockcategory.) These pieces are thicker and larger than the majorityof specimens in the two_types. rn sun, many, uut by no -*""n1
all, blocks are products of early phises of tool *a king.similarly, shatter represents a wide iange of manufacturiigsteps, because the inhonogeneity and unpredictability of quaiiicould yield small, blocky debitag- at atrnost any stage.

These comnents on block and shatter parallel Mcgananon's(1984d:27) statenent that "large grain riw mateii"ts, 
"u"n ."guartzl df,€ likely to have produced blocks and shatter at allnanuf acturing stages and for rej uvenation as yrell .', rrwevei,examination of the assemblage excavated in 1983 does not supporthis suggestion that at 19BN28l the percentages of guartz shatteranq block prinarily indicate "late slage nranufacturing and toolnaintenance rather than primary manufacturing,r- (llcManamon

1984d:40) . McManamon places ltrq eirphasis' on rJ[e stages ofmanufacture because of comparisons with the sassarras iite inRhode Island (Barber lg8l). The comparison of- percentages ofdebitage classes fron these two sites is inappiop?i"t" for threereasons. Firstr the Sassafras site is a quarry workshop (Barber
19812621 , and not, rike rgBMgl, a habita€ion 

"ii.- i"." Mcganamon1984e:377-383). Second, Barber (l9gl:5g) contends that the LateArchaic stoneworkers at the Sassafras site r"nui""tured onl y asingle style of bif rcer the Sguibnocknet rriangie -irc"; 
althoughthe manufacture of bifrces tooti prace at 19B}zgr, sguibnocketTriangtes are quite rare (Borster t9g4b:Table I .4) .' riiliit; -";d

most importantlyl _!h" peopre at the sassafras site qu;;ri;dgab-le.tg of quartz. dire.!1v irqn bedrock (Barber r98t:56 r 59) .That P1*rv debilage foims such a rarge p"i""ni.g. of theassemblage is hardly surprising, given the-chaiacteristics of theraw material at !lri" particulir source. rn contrast, thestoneworkers of rgBN2gl 
_ used pebbles and cobbres; gracialquarrying and transport, followed Ly stream and wave rolling tend!o ?reak apart unsound rock laorst6r -r9g4c 

azggi r--r.aucing thetendency for knapping of qua rtz pebbles to' 'proa,r". blockydebitage in the guantilies recorded Uy Aarber.
There is a furtherr tninor, complication to theinterpretation of percentages of shatter and block at I9BN2gI.Material cataroged between rglg and 19gl .pp..i" to have aconsistentry lower percentage of trim flakes ina-a consistentlyhigher percentage oi shatter and block than the artifacts

99!qlqg"a in 1983. of the 8552 artifacts recorded in McManamon,s(r984d) Table 9.13r 52.6$ (4497) are iiir frakes and 23.5t (20lr)are shatter and block. These percentages conpare with zl.lt trimflakes and 9.58 shatter ana block from the 19g3 excavations(Table 3.rl). The differences might indicate the t9g3excavations tested an area functionariv different from the nodal
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1979-1980 Excavations !

TABLE 3.L2

Chipped Stone in @ncentration 28L.43

General Flakes
Decortication Flakes
Thinning Flakes
Trim Flakes
Blocks
Shatte r
Retouched Flakes
Un if €tces
Bi faces

$otal

97
59
I

408
l8

tll
0
0

14

708

13.7t
8.3t
0.lt

57.5 t
2.5*

15.7t
0t
08

2 .0t

lbte: Table includes artifacts
Percentage of bifaces corrected

from EU's 76,
f rom !bManamon

78, and L25 and ST 903.
(f 984ci:Table 9.13) .
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use of the site. Contradicting this suggestion are similarities
between the older and more recent excavations in the percentages
of other technology categories; for example, decortication flakes
comprise 8.It (693) of the L979-1980 lithic assemblage, as
compared to 7.0* for the 1983 material, and general flakes
comprise 14.6t (L247) of the L979-I980 assemblage, as conpared to
LL.2t for the 1983 excavations. Further support for the notion
that the differences are not inherent in the archeological recordis provided by an examination of the percentages of the three
excavation units (EU's 79, 78, and 125) and one shovel test (sr
903) that, along with EU's L94-233. conprise Concentration 281.43(Table 3.12). Even though these units are located close to the
1983 excavation area, the percentages are more similar to thosefor the site as a whole than they are to those cleriverl from the
1983 material. The percentages of blocks are about the samebetween the L979-I980 and 1983 artifacts from Concentration28L.43. Hence, the problem appears to be largely that thecatalogers of the 1983 material were able to- id6ntify flakenorphology on more fragments of small debitage. These itets werecataloqed as trim flakesr and not shatter. A re-examination ofthe debitage from all seasons of excavations could establish thetrue source of the discrepency. The quantities of shatter andblock material excavated in r9g3 a[ lgBN2gl imply that primaiy
I9g!9ti9n may be far more widespread at the site - tian McManamon(1984d:40 and Table 9.14) proposes.

specimen L6279 is a complete, small gouge from zL4-00-020.rn pran the toor is trianguroid with excirvate sides, th;cross-section_ is semi-cylindrical. The implement has a shortIength channel that contracts toward the potll 
"na the channelbottom is round in cross section. The Lit tras i diarneter of 60nm and a cord width (spanl of 25.4 rur. The poIl -is -"iigltiy

knobbed on the dorsal side. The gouge is made or greenstone.

The asymmetry of the porl suggests that the gouge was madeon a pebble blank. The flat facet oi the ventrar fice may be arock clevage plane that was present as part of the pebbl6 corteiand was not modified during mlnufacture. The speciirent;- ;;;;;isurface and the channer aistal of the uit-"i" il;k;e. A portionof the poll is unmodified by pecking, and on the distal face thepecked surface gives way to a polished surface about I0 mm fronthe bit. on the ventrar side polish fills a u:snapea areabgqinning at the lateral edgel of the bit, ,.".hing a maximumwidth of 15 mm in the middle of the channel.
Under 7-30 power magnificationpolished areas. The locition, form,

Number:1

Gouqe

Table:3 . 13 Figure :3 .8 D

striations are visibte in the
and orientation suggest that

109



Di mens ions

Maximun Length: 103.0
Max imum width: 30.0

Thickness: 24.8

Table 3.13

Gouge Attributes

(ca. I9mn
(ca. 53mm

bit)
bir)

expanding and contracting
symme tr ica lly plano -convex
heni- cyl indr ica 1

from
from

mm
mm

mm

Bit width (sPan): 25.4 mm

Bit depth: 5 mm

Channel length: 40 mm

Channel depth at mid-length: 5.5 mn

l{t: L24.029

Qualitative Attributes (Sanger 1973:Fig. 5 and Table 14)

Bit

Plan: Convex-sYmmetrical
Convexity scale: 5
Curvature class: C-4

Longitridunal sections asymmetrical
Lateral sections concavo-convex

god,y

Plan:
Longitudinal section:

Lateral section:

POIl

PIan:
Iongitudlnal Section:

Lateral Section:

rounded
asymmetrically rounded
heni-cylidrical
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FIGURE 3.8.
stonesi C,

Ground
plummet;

and rough stone artifacts. A_B, hammer_D, gouge; E-Fr abrasive stones; G, bead.
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these were produced by grinding during the manufacture or
maintenance of the tooL and not during use. lltre bit edge
appears to be in good condition. It has some weathered nicks and
the curvature flattens somewhat toward the central portion of the
bit. In cross-section the dorsal surface curves slightlyr but no
faceting is present along the bit edge.

Manufacture of the inplernent consisted of pecking the blank
into shape, follcnred by grinding the bit. This may have been the
entire nrinufacturirg processr ot additional steps may have been
involved, for as Diikson (198L:35) points out, the late stages in
the manufacture of such tools frequently obscure evidence of the
earlier stePs. The gouge vtaE probably hafted -(Sanggr
1973:28-30r63i Dickson 1981:55-60) r alrd it ls possible that the
slight swelling of the pol1 facili tated this. lltt is inplenent
pteserves no evidence of how or on what materials it was usedt
6irt it is probably a woodworking tool (Sanger 1973 z29 163l .

Plunmet

Nunber: I Figure:3.8C

specinens 16391 and L6392 are fragments of a large plummet
from Z2S-OO-Of S (Quadrants I and 3, respectively). -I-he:e
fragments comprise lbout one-third of the body and about half the
nead; the remlining portions are sheared away, perhaps along rock
cleavage planes. Fire-eracked rock sarnples fron this unit and
fron surrounding squares lrere checked for additional fragments of
this implementT but none nere found.

lrtre plumnet is made on a trianguloid pebble of micaceous
schist. ft nas an overall length of 145 mm' a width of 90 ilnr
and weighs g09.5 g. The knob has a naximun diameter of 28.3 mm,

and the neck measures 27.0 nm in diameter. In Sanger's (1973:
Table 20,, teirninJrryyr the body base is pointed, !h9 shoulder is
rounded, and ln" "."1-i" 

groovei. From the renraining exterior
surfaces, th; -UoaV 

and the knob appear to be unntodified pebble

"Jti"*. Only the nlck has been shaped !V pecking. Along the
central part of the neck, the pecked surface is somewhat
p"f i"n"A; this smoothing migirt Ue tha result of a cord rubbing
against the neck.

Plummets are conmonly considered to be fishing weights f9t
nets or lines, ;;d tfris is i plausible, though unsubstantiated'
suggestion foi the function of this specimen'
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The 1983 assemblage includes two cobbles with striatedsurf€tces. Both are well-rounded (pryor l97l: Tabre 2) cobbles ofquartzite. The extent of the striations is clear evidence oftheir repeated use for porishing or sharpening bone, stoner orwooden implements. Archeologists eomnonly - ideniify iuchartif act's as whetstones.

Specimen 16285 is a large fragment of an abrasive stone from215-00-015. The artifact is 222 mm x 1.37 rnm x 14 mm and weighs76L.4 g. one end of the cobbre is missing. Both faces hiveseveral patches -of slight pollsh with broad, very shallow grooves
and numerous fine striations. The shallow glooves and finestriations tend to be parallel to the long axis of the artifact.The striations end abruptly at the break, indicating thatbreakage occurred after the artifact nas used. one ftce issomewhat more altered than the other, and this face has one areaof striations that are oblique to the long axis. Ttvo portions ofthis face also have sets of- striations pelpendicular tb tne longaxis; in one instance these clearly overlie the longitudinaistr iat ions .

specimen L6377 is a fragnentary artifact from 224-00-010.
The fragnent measures 125 mn x 45 mm x ll rnn and weighs 105.3 g.one f ace is compretely covered with cortex and is- nrarked 6vportions of three shallow grooves that paralleJ. the preseninatural edge of the fragnent. rn addition to these groovei, thisface_?rgo appears to have numerous fine striations roughryparallel to the grooves. Most cortex has spalled away fron-thireverse facer but short segments of two grooves, obligue to thenatural edge, are present on the snall paleh of cortex thatremains. The grooves are assymetrical in transverse section andirregular in longitudinal lection. fn plan, the snaller threegrooves are more or less paraLlel sided. The plans of the twolarger ones, both located on the cortexrovered facer ir€ moreirregular; each is intersected_by one or nore short grooves,oblique to the nain axis and iharply v-shaped in pran. All ofthe grooves eld.abruptly at the brofei edgei, indicating tn"tthey were cut into the cobble before it wai broken. The 6roovt"range in width from ca. 3.5 mm to ca. 6 mn and range in aepitrfrom ca. 0.3 nm to ca. 1.5 mm.

Number:2

Abrasive Stones

Figure:3. 8E-F
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Bead

Number : I Figure:3,8G

Specinen 15280 is a bead nade from a snall pebble of dark
reddish brown metanorphic mudstone. The artifact was excavated
in 215-00-010. lfhe 6ead measures 11.3 mm x 9.6 nrn x 3.4 mn and
r.igtr" 0.48 g. An oval hole, measuring- 2.7 mm x 1.7 mm, pierces
the center of the bead. The hole is drilled biconically and !!e
surface of th; hole is smooth. It is unclear whether this
smoothness is a product of the drillirg techique or-whether it is
a result of the bead rubbing against a cord that might once have

fassea through the hole. Seventeen shallow V-shaped notches are
cut into the edge of the pebble. The depth of the notches varies
from ca. 0.2 mn to 0.8 rlm. lltre notches are somewhat convex in
longitudinal section. some of the notches have multiple
subiarallel grooves cut into their floors or walls. These
grooves are about 0.1 nm in width and run part of all of the
i"nqth of the notch. The transverse and longiluginal sections,
atoig with the presence of narron grooves indicates that the
notches were cut with a thin cord of tough, flexible naterial
(e.9. , sinew?) .

l{amne rstones

Number:2 Figure:3.8A-B

The two hammerstones from the excavations could have been
used for several tasksr including chipped ,stone tool
minuracturing (for which the debitage - provides abundant
evidence), food preparation, or pignent grinding'

specimen L6273 (214-00-010) is a rounded (Pryor 1971: Table
Zl gt";titi. pebble 'measuring 53.2 mm- x 35.5 mm x 28.4 mm. The

plnu1J weigns- 77.7g g. rt hai two crushed and battered facets
that extend most of the length between the pebble's ends'
Neither end, hdlever, shows any evidence of use damage.

specimen 15400 (226-00'020) i" ? battered quartz pebble'- It
neasurls 43 .7 mm x 42 .O mm x 33. 3 mm and we ighs 73 '36 I '
Battering occurs on both ends (includirry nearby outlying
protruber.n".") and alonq one edge, extending from end to end'
The pebble .pb.ui" to fiave been subrounded (Pryor 1971:Tab1e 2l

initially, Oui-nuch of the cortex has been spalled off through
use. Since the angles between the chipped facets are obtuse and

the intervening edges are crushedr the f laking is .orobably -th"
result of ,rs6 ai a hammersto1€r and the artifact is thus
cLassified, rather than as a battered nodule (Borstel 1982'.26-37)
or battered block.
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Fi re-Cracked Rock

Number:3 783

The 1983 exeavations produced a total of 123.1 kg (3783
pieces) of fire-cracked rock. Fire-cracked rocks are recognized
in the field by reddish to brownish discolorations that occur on
then. Fire-cracked rocks also have curved thernal fracture
surfaces and typically an irregular, blocky form. Rock typesinclude several varieties of metasedimentary and coarse-grainedgranitic rock, aI1 available locally.

Ceramics

Number:14 Table :3 .14

The 1983 excavations produced a total of 14 sherds (totatweight: 5.98 g). Most of the sherds are tiny --all but oneweighs less than 0.5 g-- and conmonly they are exf6liated. shelltenper predoninates, but the largest sherd, weighing 2.96 gt isgrit tempered, having a fabric ltpressed exteiior and a s6iapeainterior (terms follow childs r9b4: r5g-9) (Table 3.14) . rt "p9!!9ly is probably late Middle Woodland or Late woodland inaffiliation, and the 1983 assernblage is essentially identical tothe material previously recovered irom the site.

Ilistoric Artifacts-_-

Number:3

Historic artifacts recovered
comprise the folloring items:

during the 1983 excavations

I machine cut ferrous netal nail from 195-00-000(Specinen 167421 i
I fragnent of ferrous metal and indeterminate form,weighing 1.le g from 197-00-015 (specimen r6743liactual depth of recovery was about- 25 cn BS ?

I nachine cut nail f rom 214-00-010 (specirnen L67441 iactual depth of recovery was about il-cm gf.
Both machine cut nails were too corroded to determine whether theheads were hand applied or nachine formed. Machine manufactureof nails Egan in the I790's; although they conti nue to bemanufactured for special purposes today, rnachine cut nails were
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TABLE 3. 14

Ceranics

Provenience Temper Exte rior Inte rior Total Wt
FI Sp Sm Sc Ind (g)

196-00-0r5 Shell

I97-00- 015 Shell

199-00-015 Shell

202-00-005 Shell

207-00- 005 Shell

210-00- 015 Grit
220- 00- 000 shell

223- 00- 005 shell

230-00- 005 shell

23I-00-000 Shell

I

I

0. ll
0.32

0.2L

0.44

0.35

3.09

0.37

0. 48

0 .18

0.43

I

1?

I

2

I

I

I
I

1

Key: Surface treatments. Fl-fabric impressed; Sp-spalledi Sm-smoothed;
Sc-scraped; Ind- indeterminate.
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replaced
l0).

in popularity by wire nails around 1900 (Nelson 1968:8r

Faunal Mater ial

Bone

Number:93+ Table:3. 15

Faunal material from 19BN28I is sparse, probably because of
poor preservation in the acidic soil of the site. All of the boneis calcined, and this may be largely responsible for thepreservation of any bone at all from the site. Although the 22.2g of bone recovered in 1983 is a minuscule amount, itsubstantially increases the faunal sample from the site. The
excavation of this c-omparatively large amount of bone can beattributed to the following factors: the careful work of
screenersr who had been alerted to look for bone fragments;excavation of a large volune of soil; and placement of theexcavation block in an area with known potential for producing
faunal material. Recovery of this guantity of faunal malerial a[l9BIv281 grevt directly out of the results of the 1980 f ield
season.

Spiess (1984) $ras able to make bone element and taxomoniceight fragments (six of these from the
3.15) . He reports that the remainder of

surface) fragments. Five
mammal boner mostly cortical (bone

elements from the limbs; the
fr agmentl I fin ray or
fragment. Taxonomically,
large and rnedium si ze
canid(s?)) and one fish.

About all that can be inferred from this assenblage is thattate Archaic people hunted several varieties oi manmats,incJ.uding deerr and f ished while living at the site. Th;material provides.no insights into either season of occupation orbutchering practices. It is impossible to determine whlther therecovered bone represents snall pieces that started out small orsmall sections .of larger bone fragments. rn either case, sinceall of the bone is calcined, onry the accident of being irp"J.ato fire' either during food preparation or once discaiaea,resurted in the preservation of any bone at all from- the site.
Th" high density of the surviving bone elements may also havefavored their preservation.

identifications of only
1983 excavations) (Table
the faunal material is

of the eight fragments are bone
remaining three include a scapularib fragment, and a possible anllerthe fragments represent a range of

mammals (including deer, beaver?r and
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Table 3.15

Bone Identifications
Provenience Weiqht Element Taxonffit ffielT-

mammal, bird, or
tur tle

70 -00 -0 91 0 .3909

203- 00-030

228-00-025

229-00-01 5

229 -0 0- 0 30

230- 00-0 30

231- 00-01 5

0 .2 359

0.5639

0.5079

0.2409

0.2139

0.4579

Metapodial:
distal L/3

Metatarsal:
anterior shaft
fr agnent

Femur fragment
(caput )

Antler fragment?

Glenoid fossa[?J
scapula fragment

Fin ray or rib
fr agnent

Humerusr right:
distal epiphysis
fr agnent

Cgnis sp.

Odocoileus
gitri.IErEs

Mammal--Castor
' 

-FF

srzei ProDaDry
Castor canadensis

Cervid?

Mammal--mediun;
possibly small

canid

Fi sh--med ium
or large

SmalI
canid--smal I
dog, or fox

es s Iden cations by A. piess, Dla ffition
Conmission (see Spiess 1985). Excarrated 1980.

ne
in
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Shell

Number:20 Table: 3. 16

Marine mollusc shells are rare at lgBN2glr and only 7.-l gwere recovered during the 1983 excavations. Some un6ertaintfexists regarding the chronological affiliation of this material.Because it occurs.only in stratum r and the upperStratum ff, it is possible that the iireff
10 cm or so of

is either
shell may becontemporaneous with the prehistoric potteryr or thepost-contact in age.

Other Late Archaic sitesproduced shell deposits varying
1959b; Dincauze L974z4Bi ltancock

of coastal Massachusetts havefron diffuse to dense (Ritchie
1984: Fitzgerald t984) .

the analysis of the stratigraphy in chapter 2 indicates thatplow disturbance in the rra horiioi extendld no more than aboutl0 cm belor the r/fi interface. The r.iortat-";- In" assembragecomes from depths of l0 cn Br or greater. since only a smallportion of material fron each excavation unit lies within theplorrdisturbed layer, it is ,""J""iOf" to ""rUir,. both theplow-disturbed and-the undisturb;d-;;;Jrtar in 
"--a"scription ofthe distribution of artifacts across the excavation area.

Figures 3.9 through .1.ls dispr.ay the distributions ofartifacts per excavation unit in tt"-i.i"osol (straturn rr). Eachfigure is composed of two parts;. the irpper portion is a graphicrepresentation of the aistriUutionr' anA the ior", portionprovides the values used to construct the diagram. Arl of theseexcava.tion units have the sane areas and n"iiiv-[t. 
""r. vorumes,so no correction factor need be_enployed i;;;ilp;;; [uantiries ofartif acts among the units-. Ttle'-iigut"" emproy guartires asbreakpoints to 

. 
highlight low, *A"i"t. r ani - high values.sinplif ication is the- sole inteni-o.tri"a ttre--use'Jr qu"rtires;greater detail can. P-" gt asped from 

"iarination--"r- the actualvalues' The guartilei aie calculated fron the rg excavationunits alone.

chipped stone tools and debitage (Figure 3.9) tend to have!-igl9"t frequencies 1ron9 a norih-south axis in the centralportion of the excavation ir..3. Frequencies i;ii oii 
"or"what tothe east and west. one notable 

""p"lt-"r the iitti.-aistributionis the sharpness of some contrasls anong values in adjacentunits- For exanprer EU 20g, with rlfu lithics, has r.5 to 4.gtines as manv tittrics as any_ aaiacent "i"avation unii. This mayindicate that the assenLrag. -i.iuii" 
some pr .-ag ricurturar

Horizontal Distrlbution of Artifacts
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TABLE 3. I.6

Shell Weights and Freguencies

Provenience Taxon Count Weight

194-00-01s
197-00-000
210-00- 005
214-00- 000
219-00- 005
225-00- 000
227-00-000
2 30-00- 000
231-00- 000
233-00- 010

Key: Ma-Mya arenaria,

I
I
I
I
I
I
3
I
1

18

u
Ma
t'tn
u
u
u
u
u
lin
u

0. 386
0.2 38
0.312
0.46I
0.216
0 .611
2.533
0.411
0.291
20265

u-unidenti f iableum-Mercenar ia mercenar ia,

120



xx*xxxxrx*xxxrr*xxsxxx*rxxrr*x*xxxt***xrrx***xa****x
X'ITTTX*X**TI
*x*rr**xa**rx
rrrrixrx*r*xx

TTTffTITTT#i iiII#IIII#T
TTTITTi*TTiIT TTiITil$II$

iii*ii*ii*iii $iiiiiiiii$ii
i##HIIt*# #i*#**##

- 

**8lt*t*r*ax*

- 

rrr**r**t*rrr

- 

*r*rr*t*t*r**

- 

#r$iiit#;r

- 

x*rr*r*xt****

(371

>371, <477

> 477

r*r!IItr*rxrr

iIIii*nfiIIII IIffilixiIiIIi
iljfftriill$I lfiffI*tlitfir
*r*f rii*iiii i#iiitii#ii

ffctual Val ueE:

349.t49 St?.gA

243.9A 329.O9

358. BA 365.06

382.09 368.00

346. A0 436.A9

535. S0 2A6.gg

446.9a l4t r. oE

477.O9 961.00

659.90 361.00

83S.60 546.89

sa?.0a

4g7.gg

3t t.60

694.9a

5l l.6a

zat.ga

301. ag

431.9s 249.95 3ts.6a

483.0a 357. OS 37t.98

Horizontal Distrlbution of Lithics

FIGURE 3.9

121



IItIt

iiiiiiiiiiiii

I

I

I

I

f,ctual Vel ueE:

4562.?g 3373.80 1416.00 1277.gg r049.59

4224.99 4251.S0 4494.6A 299g.gA l953.SB

5944.69 5459.68 2497.99 298S.50 3ll1.29

47?5.?A 5952.5S 3232.8S 2699.34 l86s.as

4A94.S9 6s26.?A 4989.?A 42?3.t9 5917.5S

Horizontal Distribution of Fire-Cracked Rock by Weight

3692.88 4615.58 4798. l9 47g4.Ag

22?6.39 29r8.54 2435.88 3195.S9

FIGURE g-1O

122



i$iiiiiiiiii:lIrrrtlr
: : : : : i i: : : i: : i ililliltliilli:" .' """' {*I**i**rxa**r
: : : : : ; : : : : : : : : l#iHilltfiI!
: : : : : : : : : : : : :: :##II$##i
; : : : : : : : : : : : : : f*n|i||!i!,.!!ilt :!*n:

:;::;:i:;:::::f

:::" " "". iiiiiiai------"-

i : i i ! i i i ! ! i i ! i : : : : : i i i i : : : i i$iii$iiiiiiii::;:::;::::::: :::::::::::::
::i::i:i:::!i: ::::::::::::: :l*11$iiliii!
:::iii.:::::ii ::::i:ii::::: i$i*tlillll*$i

: i : i i . i i i i : i i i i ii ii 
i ii i i i : 

ii i ii i i i i ii ii ffiui;$ffii::::iii:i:;:iiiii

i i i i : : : : : i i i : i1tiiiillitiii : : i i i i : : : : i i : nifi{}$$iniff$
i i : i i i i ; i : i : i il1i#filllili : : : : : : : : : : : : : I$l1f;ffi*lif;l
: : : : : : i : : : : : : iii$ii$*$i : : : : : : : : : : : : : il*ffIl*if#I
' 

: : . : : : i : : : : : ifilfiililli*Ii i i : : : : : i : . i : : illl*ffiillffifi

Ou art i I es :

:::::::
:::;::: <g I . A4:::::::

|$|$$ >sr.a4, <s4.a4
:l!i:!!$9:!l

>94.@4, <95.81

)s5.81

re

-
m

8rx*xxxtx*tt*

iiiiiiiiaiiiiiaiaiiiiiii

IrI
fictual Values:

9e.55 93.27 98.43 98.25

96.3A 94.53 96. 19 99.43

97.49 95.63 99.?8 93.?6

95.81 93.21 85.43 94.46

96.24 94.94 84.34 86.45

82. 45

g7 .47

98.39

97.98

94. 52

95. 92

92.A3

84.45

92.3t

49.72 91.82

91.94 91.64

Horizontal Distribution of Quartz Percentages

FIGURE 3,11

123



**xt*i***xx*i
a*tx*****ttxxr
-

--- 

!i*xx*rrxxr*r: ix*r*r**xxxaar

- 

!xxxxx*xt**I*:

- 

rx***r*xr*xxxr

- 

rxtlltxx*xx*x: :xx*xrxx*xxxxr

- 

!liax*x**xxx*!

-,!!!!!ll!!ll!!xixr8! 

ittxx*arta*xx'

- 

!ifx**xr*txa*: :**r***x*t***tI i*I*it*fft*i*I: !*IIIIII*fftfii
I it*****i**itt: :i**ii**tt**it

- 

iTTfi TTTT;#i i}TTTTTT#IIII

- 

iiIIIIIIIffiIi illffIrirr*xx'I i*r***r**t*i*: i*ii***#*li*i

- 

i$$$#### :i;Itff*iIiIIi

- 

i$fiITT}ffiT* |IITT#TTIiTT]

-

Qua

:::::::

rti les:

(3.59

>3.59, <5.93

i5.93, <7.97

I >7.s2

llrrtrrIIII
fic t. ual Val ues:

6.92

2. e8

2. 5l

3. 65

3.4?

4.73

s. t?

4.37

6. 2s

5.96

1.57

3.59

9. Al

14.57

15, 54

1.46

.58

5.93

5.54

13. t9

17.36

8.64

t.6t

I .87

5.28

4. 48

7.9?

15.55 t7.27 7.55

7.29 7.56 8.O9

Horizontal Distribution of Felsic Volcanic
Rock Percentages

FlouRE 3.t 2

124



rrrxxx*r*r*xrrxi
*x*x*t**xrxx*:
x*xxxattr*xx*!

rrixarr*t*rr*:r*ri*rr*xa*r*:
*xrxrxx***trx:

Gu art i I es :

::::::: <9.44
:::::::

iiiiiiii >e.44, <la.69
ifin!!$!!!ltr

illrilillliii

-

-

>14.69, <13.35

lt I > rs.3s

II Irr-
- 

xxx*xxxxxtt*x

- 

irxr*xxxxtxrx

- 

***x*x*x*xxxx

- 

x*ixxx****rrx

- 

x*******xxxxx
I******XrA*X*
rttt****r**x*
t****tttxxx*xat*axl***rxr*
*xtl8t***r**x
*******rxxxxx

Rctual Vel ues:

I 1.75 15.77

I t.93 t2.77

9.56 9.56

13.35 A.97

12.14 13.99

18. 55

7.t7

t€.48

t1.38

9.67

9. 44

7.37

8.64

13.85

t3.74

17.55

t8.97

8.6e

8.65

9.7A

17.4t

15.51

ts.56

I1.91

t6.47 t9.69

9.80 8.89

Horizontal Distribution of Flake Percentages

FIGURE g-13

125



iiiiiiliii*ii i : i i i i i I i i I I i iiiiii*iiiliii I i i I i i i I I I i i I
:*trlrt***fxrt

liliiliiiiiiii : : : : : : : : : : : : : iiii###iiii$$$#ffIIIi : : : : : : : : : : : : : :iilliI*fiililfiIll$#$fil : : : : : : : : :: : : : :*IlIIlIli*I$*it*t********i :*xxxxr***t*xtiii*ir-*t****:
filiiitiiiliii : i: : : : : : : : : : : iii*il*li#iii

I;il*trlxiilliit
{a8t**rrrltt&
a*******r*al*:a****tr***t*r!at*tta*ttrir*l

a*llx**l*t***:
{xl**rlx**l*x!

(6.97

{8.31

IIIt

:::::::::::::
:::::::::::::

:::::::::::::

iiii*i#*iiiiiiiiiii#rIIII]

--
-
---

il >6.s2,

I >8.3r

fictual Val ues:

5. ?3 4. t0 6.93 1.40 8.36

8.64 7.69 6.73 4.73 6.77

?.26 7.3S 6.29 7.39 5.48

6.28 3.53 9. l0 8.31 6.9?

5.26 5.28 4.78 6.7A 18.63

4.93 7.42 9.24 12.58

12.29 S. 19 9.52 S.53

Horizontal Distribution of Decortication
Flake Percentages

FIGURE 3.1/t

126



Ouart i I es:

:ii::i; <66. E7

ii$i!i$i >58.67. <7A .77

<7?.97H fiiiiii:iiiiiiiftr r i i i i i'ii 

iiiiii ffi$$ffi 
iiiliffii*

-I',',,'
--::::::

>7A.77 ,

f >7?.s?

lrrl
flc ? ual Val ueE:

79.77

53.91

63. 13

?2.77

7t.68

67.A2 55.98

69.69 7t.32

?2.49 63. to

77.43 55.25

7A.64 85.72

74.28 7?.49

75.83 66.28

73.99 72.92

7S.35 58. 16

74.73 66. I I

72.79 67. 05

72.97 75.43

64.26 66.6?

75.97 ?4. t2

Horizontal Distribution of Trim Flake Percentages

FIGURE 9.16

127



il;Iflililirilril
lxil**ffiiil*Ift {8.69

I;lilt !>66s'<g
>9

: i i i : : : i i i : : : it*iiffii*r iiiiffiiiiiiii

TffiTiIIfiTTTT

-@:
8. 88

17.79

13.41

4.7t

7.89

7.89

6.69

7. tg

6.52

s. 73

r3.39

t1.43

16.77

ts.93

2.29

t7.44

10.63

8.43

3. 32

3.4S

2.17

3. 44

t.5t

15.27

9.gg

4.9S

3.99

5. ts

2.?3

3.22 3.9?

2.52 7.24

Horizontal Distribution of Shatter Percentages

FGURE g.l8

128



i iiiii: iir iii f iiiiiiiiiili$ i:ii:lii:iil:

Qu art i I es :

::i:i.: 1' 6E

i$liif*i >.66, <r.sr
::!?frnB!l

r >1.31, <2.E6

-
f >4.A6

-

fllimilllffifffiflltffir
rrt

Fq t ual Val ues:

.57 2.2r

5.3S .9t

3.91 2.t9

t.3t 1.36

2.3r 2.A6

r. t0

2.24

r .68

.6t

l. 45

.35

t.a6

.73

2.49

.55

r. t8

.49

2.25

t. 59

3. t3

r .80

.65

.79

.50

t.6l

I .68

.3t

.27

Horizontat Distribution of Block Percentages

FIGURE 3117

129



IIii*iiiiiii*iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiil ::"' 
;';,'

I

I

-
iiiiiiliiliii

I
iiiii*iifiifr

-I

iliiiiiiiiiiiiiill
i l i :: 

', 
, , , 

' 

, , : : i i i : : : : : i i : : : : i: : ::: : :: l 
', 

, ,, , , . i , 

', '::::::::::::: ::::::::::::: ::::::::::::: :::::::::::::

Horizontal Distribution of Biface Percentages

FIGURE 3.18

130



integrity, supporting the suggestion that plowing has
honrogenized the distribution of artif rcts.

Fire-cracked rock weights (Figure 3.10) are highest in a
band running northwest to southeast, with the northeastern corner
of the excavation area showing the lowest weights. Fire-cracked
rock frequencies have the same general pattern as weights,
although not all excavation units fall into the same guartile for
both variables (data not shown).

High density areas of lithics and
appear to diverge, with little overlap
fal..l.s i nto the upper guartile of
f ire-cracked rock weight.

fire-cracked rock thus
between thern. Onl.y F_f,r 223
both lithic frequency and

Among lithics, high percentages of quartz and felsicvolcanic rocks cluster at opposite ends of the excavation area(Figures 3.11 - 3.L21. euartz percentages are highest in thenorthern and western portion, while the percentages of felsicvolcanic rocks are highest in the southern and westein area. Thepercentages of shatter and block (Figures 3.16 - 3.Iz) tend to behigher in the northwestern part of the excavationsr andpercentages of decortication flakes (Figure 3.15) and generalflakes (Figure 3.13) tend to be highest in the southeasternsection. High percentages of bifaces (Figure 3.lg) and trim(Figure 3.15) flakes appear to be somewhat more scattered thanthose of other technological categories.
rnterpreting these patterns is difficult. Majordifficulties arise because or the unknown nature of theoccupational history of the siter the small area ofinvestigation, and the classification scheme for the artifacts.Also' to reiterate sonething noted in Chapter 2: no features,stains, or clusters ttere noted during excavation, so the patt"rn"represent general variations at a scale of 0.5 m to r m or so.The nature of the occupation has najor ilnplications forinterpreting the distributions. rf this portion- of the siterepresents os_y a single episode of occupancy, then the patterns

may refrect differential use of the space.- rf the -ui.i--;;;
repeatedly occupied, then any clustering of artifacts may be theproduct of nothing more than lhe chance 6verlap oi- -aeuri" 

frondifferent episodes of. occupation. Turning the guestion around toask what the distribution irnplies about the nature of siteoccupation night.be useful, but here the probren of the scale oithe excavation intrudes. rn such a smail area, it is difficuiito decide what represents crustering and what representsrandonized scatter or overrapping crusiers. Further, clirsteringnay exist at several scales, _oiginning at less than I 
"qu.i6meter ' and clusters at different sciles nay arise for differentreasonsr none of.which may reflect past hunin action. rinarly,there is the issue or trre categoiies used for the percgntages.The discussion of the debitage eallier in thi"-"n"pi"r indicatesthat for the most part the citegories .ie insuffi"i."trv rigorousto reflect uneguivocally a rimited portion of trre-rnanuracturing,

131



maintenanC€r us€r and discard cycle of chipped stone artifacts.
Thus one is at a loss to interpret the co-occurrence of
categories of nanufacturing debris if eaeh category night signify
several steps in the manufacturing process.

In brief, the figures are presented for their deseriptive
character. Irlore thought, more sorting and nore classifying are
needed to extract more infornation from these distributions.
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Aff il iation

CHAPTER 4

I9BN281: A Discussion

Aff iligtion and Age

The Late Archaic of southern New England was doninated bythree cultural traditions: the Laurentian, the small stenrne&point r ard the Susguehanna (Ritchie 1969b z2L3-224i Dincauze
+974:47-50). Each tradition marks a general lifeway pattern,including a distinctive environmentai adaptation, -shired bicommunities spread over a wide geographi- area, in thaarcheological record, each is represenied-by a distinctive suiteof artifact forms and toot kits and a speiitic site focaifonpattern (Goggin I949 zL7-20 i Tuck 1971:3lg-3SO; Dincauze L97424'll.Not all researchers agree that the tripartite division of r,a[eArchaic lifeways in southern New England is either useful orappropriate (e.g.r Snow l9g0:lg7-tgO t 2LL-233), but a detailedconsideration of this issue is beyond the scope ;i thi; ;;il;i:The notion of three cultural trlaitions is irseful in this-;i;J;because it facilitates an estimation of component age (in thaabsence of reriable radiocarbon dating ) .no 

- piovides soneboundaries for intersite comparisons. r; additiin, Mahlstedt(1985) successfully employed lne tripartite scheme-in his t"".nisynthesis of cape and isrand prehistory, showing that theframework retains its utility. -

Of the three subdlvisions, it ig an easy matter to assignthe component at 198N281 to the small stemmed -point tradition,but whether thg assignment san be made more ip".ific and whatthis inplies in terms of component age are other mattersentirely. The only fornally recognized siruaivision or the smallstenmed point tradition in souf,hern New England is theseuibnocket complex, which Ritchie (tgCgb: zis-zrdi-alirined on thebasis of assemblages from the Hornblower rr and vincent, sites onMartha's vineyard. Ritchie .(rge9b;,rtt envisions the squibnocketcomplex as a iather typicar band level Archaic cuttuie, riving on
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the seacoast or along 1ar9e rivers in the late fifth milleniun
BP.

He describes the nanifestation of
ilornblower II site thus:

the comPlex at the

the principal artifacts of this complex -?repi":"ltile points of three types, viz 'r wading
hi"6t, its probable derivative, the Squibnocket
Stemmed, and the Squibnocket TriangIe, nearly all. of
quartz and cleariy representing a- quartz pebble
inaustry. There is- no sure evidence for the use of
sidenotched points, although two specimens of this
kind itere f6und. Nor, deipite the single rude
stemmed scraper and tr ianguloid knife, is there
suff icient ciuse to attribute chipped stone
;;;;;;;, atills and perhaps knives to this complex'

Roughorgroundstonecomponentsoftheconplex
comprise- the chopper, plummet-r. unpitted pebble
hammerstone, orobaUiy Uottr graphite and hematite
paint stonesi and - possibly the plano-convex adz.
t"ii"n"a splinter awls were Lhe rare and only lone
ii"*" founi in stratum 3. . . .(Ritchie 1969b:215)'

In addition, excavation of Stratum
the complex's assemblaqe to include:

38 at the Vincent site showed

therude,notchedatlatlweight,-retouchedflake
knife, stiike-a-1isht, and probably, bolstering the
meage, .rria.n"" of the'nornbi.ower II assemblaget the
triangul"ia-[nife and the cylindrical pestle. The

hlarbedantlerharpoonheadltheconicalantler
projectii.-p"irt, .ytitrarical antler flaker and deer
ulna awl may also provisionally be included in this
amplified iist of traits of the squibnocket conplex
(Ri tch ie 1969b: 215 ) .

TheassemblageatlgBN2Slhasseveralofthesetraits'and
others, as well. Stenmed biface (Projectile point) types

include the wading River "nJ-squibnocket-stemmed 
varieties' but

the Sguibnock;-T; iingle i"-"iilt"f ry-absent (Borstel I984b:Table
g.4). OnIy one SguiUnoclei--T;;inife was recovered during the

1980 field season (from EU t4, 6ncentraiion 28L'241 and EU's

2oL-233 proarcea- 'non" in 19b3. cape (Group l) stemmed bifacesr
described in Chapter 3t ."*pii". !h":*.jotity form at the site'
rhis variety accbunts ior il.s* of at-r irojeltile points from the

siter dpd thus occupies "-;;iti"n "ititin the assemblage that is
numerically similar to tle wading River stemmed at both

Hornblower Irr stratun f---t"a vincenl'-ittttu* 3A on Martha's

vin"V.ta (Ritchie 1969b:Figure 18)'
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As at the type stations of the squibnocket complexr the1ithic assemblage from 198N281 is overwhelmingly guartz,averaging about_94t by freguency, and debitage clear1i, -indicitei
the reduction of guartz pebbles into too1s.

Formed unifaces (scrapers) are absent fron the lgBN2glassemblage. The blade of one of the cape stemmed bifacesexcavated in 1983 has been modified into i small convex form,similar in edge pran to a scraper or a stri ke-a-light, and anadditional example was excavltea in Ett ':-6, t0 m west of EU 206 lduring €he 1980 season. rt is also worth pointing out that theabsence of scrapers is by no means a trait exclusive to thesquibnocket cornplex on the coast of Massachusetts. scrapers arerare in both Archaic and woodland contexts on outer cape cod.
Comparison of the remainder of 198N281's lithic assemblagewith Ritchie's data reveals both similarities 

"na differences.rn addition to stenned bifacesr the 1983 excavations recovered140 non-stemmed bifaces (Table g.i). Assuming niicnie (itatbrtt;
l5ft reports ?11 bifaces, including rejectage, this is a muchlarger- guantity in terms of uoltr a6nsity ino-in-proportion tostemmed bifaces than the sguibnocket conplel produ..h. 'rni"- .;;be a product of both differences in. iite bepo"iiion.i Ii"t"ii(the Martha's vineya.rg sites are -sheli-;ie;;;;i 

and sirefunction. since Riichie (1969arb) ao"" not define his term"knife", specific comparisons of biiaces are somewhat uncertain.rf by that word he neans well-thinned non-stemmed bifaces (ovoido-r trianguloid in pr€lD), as seem to be irrustriied in variousplates of his publications (e.g., lg6gb: plate 11- F.igures 23 and25, Plate 42- Figure 2L, plate 43- Figure 13), then there areartifacts from 198N281 that could certainly be termed ovate andtrianguloid knives. "chopper" is "i"o 
- undefin.ai apparentrythese are bordly_flaked, thicr bifaces-(e.g.1 Ritchie 1969b:plate1l- Figure 26, Ftate 43- riguies-it; zol . ini rgar.zei assemblagealso has exanples of this class. '

site r9BN2g1 produced five ground stone tools, including agouger a large prummet, a beadr an6 troo abrasive 
"ion"". Ritchieregards plunmets as a clear trait of itt" .orpr.ex, but the threefrom Hornblolrer rr, stratun 3 (196tb; plaie L2- rigur"" 36-3g,are considerably smaller than the lgBN2gl specimen. Ritchie,sexcavations on Martha's vineyard iecoverea only one gouge, aspecinen from stratum 3 of the i"t"r"on site (r969b: rg4r prate54- Figure zB, . This stratum produced a *i*"a- assemblage ofsquibnocket comprex and susquehanira tradition ,it.ii"rr so it isnot known which component nag responsibr; ;;;-I;. gouge. Atother small stemmed tiadition sites iir-ine r"gi"", -io, 

exampre,at Bear swamp rr (Barnes L972tg6eir-goig." also io* part of theassemblage- Hamnerstones are present in the rgBl\I2gr- assembragebut these artifacts are so. uuguiiou; at Archaic and woodlandsites of the Northeast as to be oi riiire diagnostic varue.
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Soil acidity was such that only the tiniest scraps of bone

were recoverea-ii"t the site (see Chapters 2 and 3) ' so no

comparisons "i"-po""ible 
for tools of this material.

In sum, the assemblage from "i!" 198N281 has a reasonable
resemblance to-ino". of th;-tyPe .stations for the Squibnocket
complex. The strongest^ sfrniiarities lie in the presence of
Wading River p"inl" ina in itre range 9f quartz bifaces at both
locaLities. To the exteni that the -absence of scrapers and

drills is diagnostic of a cultural comPlex, 19-BM8t' also
piiiri.r" th;-il;;ltti'" vineyard sites. one of the differences to
be noted between the lgBNZgi-assemblage and that of the complex's
typli-"ii"" is- the virtual absence of Squibnocket Triangles'
Ritchie(I969b2244)cal.Isthistype"adefinitetraitofthe
Squibnocketcorrplexrnbywhichheseemstomeanthatonl'lartha,s
Vineyard it i; not a iauietttian element (cf' 'In the Hudson

valley the eeeir.r, triangle point seems to represent a nodal
variant of itt"-SguiUnolpet'tiiangfe . ' ' In the lludson Valleyt
the Beekman Triangle is a Laurentian trait IRitchie
1969b t2441,,.). ft i; unclear whether he regards the occurrence
of this rype as a ggg;;;;ry and sufficient condition for
placement of a componen bnocket complex'

In his brief comParison of the sguibnocket complex with the
ocoeval,, Sylvan Lake "otpl"* "f tfre Hudson Valleyr Ritchie
(196gb:2I8) wiites that the absence of squibnocket Triangle
points in the iiti"r is on"-oi the "chief elements of difference
between the two compteies;. Funk's (L976225!) more recent
assessment reiterates th;;- oU""i"ution. on the other hand'

Ritchie (1969:31-32) regail" wiai"g River projectile points from

Stratum IB a? the l{ornblower site is evidence of a component
,,af f iliated with the Sluibnocket -complex"T - even though no

Squibnocket Triangles t"r"=I1""""i"a from-this layer of the siter
and even though elsewhere'tre-ttiit"" that the Wading River type is
"a non-diagnostic point form and a questionable horizon marker"
(Ritchie 1969:54) .

Thesimilaritiesbetweentheassemblages.aTesufficient'
given tne raJ-r-"i 

-.ipri"itn""" in nitcrrie's def inition, to place

rhe rgBN2Br assembtage ilril"ti;"tt in the sguibnocket compLex'

rhe motive for doing so is-i"="ugge3t that groups of peopJ'e who

shared much of their culture in-cornmon wer6 proUaUty responsible
for both the Martha's vineiaig-ina the-198N28I assemblages' This

allows, in trre-ioiroring slction' a chance to guess-date the

site. rn making this i"iivii".r connection, the differences
between the assemblag""---;h6u1d not be overlooked' Indeed'

Mahlstedt(1985)hasproposed?..ne''entityltheCapeStemmed
tradition, to subsume """"t6i"g;" 

Iike I9BN281-'.' One of the key

attributes of this tradition i; Presence of CaPe Stenrned bifaces'
Holvever, it i"-""i entir"ii""f.ai whether Malhstedt (1985) means

to set up tni"--iiudition-is the Cape Cod equivalent to Ritchie-s
complex, o, 'roiltnei-tre is u"i"g the term "tfadition" in the nore

restrictive sense of a t""[""iogical tradition. Furthermoret ilr
asking about the ,.r"tiirr"rrip- of -.th;---L9BN28r 

and Martha's

vineyard assembrages r";;;;;iar- differences must be kept in
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mind. Ritchie
198N281 is a
differences in
separateness.

Age

carried his work
non-midden site

site function and

out in shell middens, while. Many differences may signifynot cultural or chronologicaf

rntrasite datinq. The age range for the Late Archaicmaterffittgeripdiisi"..u"substaniiarrythesame
as that of the site as a whoi6.- All portions of itr" site producesimilar varieties of stenmed blfaceJr'but the data are too scantyto judse whether. the proporrions of th;- ;;;;p; is simirarthroughout the site. cirrsory examination oE iir" assenblagesexcavated in 1979 and 1980 indicates that non-sternmed bifaces arealso sinilar across the - site. -ou"it, 

dcrninates the stone. toorassenblage everywhere on the siter-;;; the percentages of thisnaterial from all parts of the site stand out in comparlson toother sites in the paik. of 78 eonceniratron"-tti"ing r00 or .orJlithics, 1g ?f the 1g highest p"r."nt.ges of guartz lrere producedbv concentrations at -f 
9BN2'8i. --i;;;srel igeaciraote 15.t0) .stratigraphy is sinilar across the site (Borstel igge":r99-203,2221, and no areas have produced man-made deposits, such asmiddens' Thusr 8t this stage in th; i nvestigati on'-or ilre si te,the Late AI:l.i" .. component appears to be chronorogicallyhonogenous, but further ixcavation- in other sections may revearthis homogeneity to be an irrusion resurting fron rimitedsampling.

The site arso has limited evidence for a Middle or Latewoodland componenr. ?his eviaence-;;;;i9is-r.inrv-If prehistoricceramics. rn addition to the material recoieiea in 19g3,ceramics come from ten excavation u;ii;; arr of ttrese are fairryclose to the 1983 
"*.".t"iions. 

---T;;-i!rticar 
distribution of thasnaLl quantities of shel.l indicate--it,it they, too, nay be fromthe t{oodland period (see.. Chapter- rl: Further support for thisinterpretation comes rrom the JIi"-'"irirv-;;;IA;b51, date (seebelcn and Appendix 2r. rib stone t;i" cin-b;-;;f"rred to thewoodland period. The occurrence of two fersic volcanic capestemmed (Group r) bifaces shows ttrat iersic .roi".ni. roeke aronqwith quartz, was used during the r,.i" ercnaic at rgBMgl

aus orsEe 
{+fiH8i 

r lnir :3lffi fi 
.. 

i", i3ir:', :}i""uT;:n i:::" :;conponent atshell fron the site, rogo-1.80 #_ -rr-ri ,692) (Appendix 2r, isobviously far too raie -to rerate -o uny manifestation of thesnall stemmed point tradition. -l1"-Jir,.l 
material suitable fordating has ylt been iecoverea from-itre _site. 

--tn-" icattering ofcharcoal through the sedirglrt" 
"rc"rrii"A in l9g3 seerned mostoften to orisinate rron-Fiii.a-ir-iiitiir uuiros-ina rnay werl beof very recent age. anirvsi" oe---a-"iil9rn"rrt of carcined boneindicated that .ir -org;;i;'carbon 

is ;;;"r so even an acceteratordate woutd not yield ;-;;iiili;;"Jirl]'

-
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Thus, at this time the only avenue open to estimating the
age of the site is by comparison with other, dated, assemblagesl
and in this -approaih Lirrk potenially large inaccuracies. The
essential diffiaitrty is that tire snall Ltemrned point tradition is
such an amorphous e-ntily or spans so wide a Period of time that'
as one of ttte-autftor'3 colliagues put it, "Pick aly date in the
Late Archaic, and you could be right'" Table 4'l illustrates
thi;,---- 

"t 
oritg an age range of- more than 2000 years f9t

manifestationt- pf th; trad-ition at various sites in the
Northeast. Cfosi- comparison between these sites and 19BN28I can
reduce this ting., altirough that estimate nay still be in error '

Beginning on the outer cape itself, there are no dated
assemblages iif" I9BN281 (taLle 4.2r. This is something of a

surprisel """"iaering lhe presence of comPonents dating to
the fourth ""4- iate- fifth nillenia B.P. Indeed' none of the
da'tes proAuceJ by the Park Service's survey, (Borstel
1984b 2245-268t Fitigerald 1984) refers unequivocally to any

specific phase or triAition of the Late Archaic.

Having assigned the 19BN281 assenblage to - the squibnogkg!
complex, it wouli be reasonable to hypothesize that the site fe1l
within tn. ""*pf"i-s-esiaUfished 

age-range, especially since il''
i'p.-i"."ff tiJ"-"n--Uutlna;s Vineyara a{e a mere 80 kn to the
southwest. niicnie (1969b) is cautious in his dating of -the
complex. H€ 

-;;;;;4" ir,. aute or lle o._t 100 BP (Y-152e) from
Stratum 3 of the Hornblower II site (fiUle 4.1) as apProxinating
the tirne of the appearan""-ot-itt" complex on Martha's Vineyard
(Ritchie 196tb z2\\, 2301. Rirchie (1969b 22L5. 230) implies' but
does not explicitiy sdyr 

- ift.t _ the. complerr as - a distinct
prehistoric lultural enlity .ends. with the introduction of the
Susquehanna tradition, "-toltitne 

between 4000 BP (Dlncauze

tg12:5G-57) and 3500 BP tniichie 1969a:136). (Borstel [1982:65]
includes a short discussion of the age- of this tradition')
However, the technologicil iiadition of manufacturing small
stemmed projectile points continues into the Early Woodland

period (Rir;;i; r9b9bt2L9t 230r, based upon the distribution of
Wading River projectife points ai' the ttoinblcryer If' Vincentr
peterson, and pratt sit"" 

'ini["fti" 1969b:34-38' 145-150' 181' and

7G, respectiJ.i;t:- padiocarbon assays from Peterson and Pratt
sites (Table 4.1) indicate-tnui this iyp" may persist as Late as

about 2500 BP.

Dincauze,g assessment of the age range (>4600 - 3400? BP) of
the small stemmed poini iradition in eastern t'tassachusetts
parattels th;a-;i Rit;hie: The tradi.tion appears in the area

before 4500 years dgor' nasea on the Bear swamp I date of 4640

+ B0 Bp (Tabte 4.1) (pincauzZ-7gl1eL21l , and was wel1 established
Ey 4300 y""r"-ugo ipin".,r" "- tgl a:48 ) . itre small stemmed point
tradition co-existed with-in" broadspear tradition throughout the

fourth mi lleniun BPr aG 'cultural and presumabJ'y social
separation,, of the tn o """Jiig 

.ii.i iooo BP "when traits of both

appear bt"endect in rhe o;i;;i 
-ph."." (Dincauze L974:49) ' Her

handling of the three ;.el;";bon dates from Stratum 4A of the
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TABLE 4.2

List of Radiocarbon Dates
Older than 30OO B.P. from CACO Sites

DATE (8.P. }

4180+90

392sg8o

3410+80

3350+170

3315+145

3260+135

LAB *

r-13, 4'15

cx-9703

r-13 t 464

cx-9702

cx-9706

cx-9700

PROVBNIENCB

313-00-068

802-00-0s2

307-00-066

300-00-094

9-03-110+1r5

107-06-061

COITCEilITRATIOII

308.33

308 .00

308.33

308.33

390.33

308.42

REFER.ENCE

Fitzgerald 1985

Borstel 1984b

Fitzgerald 1985

Borstel 1984b

Borstel 1984b

Borstel I984b
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Nevilre site (Tabre 4.r), however, imprles that she nowthat the stemmed point tradition b"gun to rose itsearlier, by not later than about 3a00 ii:
bel ieves
identi ty

. . - sampre L749 [4390 + rg0 Bpl is by far the mostacceptable. rt falls ilttrr the range of radiocarbonages elsewhere associated with snall "t.r*.a-poirrt" .. ., and it is consistent with both its naiuiir andcurturar stratigraphic relationstrips. in--"pit" ofthe fact that there is no eviaeni-- i" - tt! siterecordsr_ sampres 2529 and tgio t3025 + 1g5 gp and344s + 130 Bp, respecriveryt, wiir,--tEeii fourthnilleiiun_ datesr _ilny have ueln intruded into stratum4A from strata 3 or 2, where artifacts of theappropriate ages were recovered (Dincauz.-igze i rrl) .

Duncan Ritchie's (r9sl:ll4) recent report on work in theTaunton River in southeastern Massachusetts selms to confirn thelolg span of "guartz technologies 
"iiiliated with the smalr stemPoint tradition." The radiocaiuon i"""v" from the Bay street rand Newcomb street sites (Table l.i)-"t. at present difficult toevaluate cornpletely because nibhii 6""" not describe the precisestratigraphic rerationships between - the i"rpi"" and theartifacts, nor does ie f;iit - 

enumerate the associatedassemblages.

rn contrast, Richardsol's (r9g3) ne' excavations atHornblower rr indicate that in unciisiuruea contei[s wading Riverand ssuibnocket projectire poinrs 
"r"-iii;;"-#;;;il susquehannatradition materials. rhis, ii- - it can be confirmed ona wider geographic scale, impiies- (.roig other things) a more

ff";:::t::J:H.ranse roi th; traaiiion-tt"n that-pielently citeJ

Data from eastern N:* rorF present a similarly unclearpicture. fn the middle Hudson nivei--valleyr the Sylvan Lakecomplex is the local version oi the irirari---stemmed pointtradition, and both Ritchie._(1969:2rg , 23or .na--r,on* (1926 z2s4lare impressed with the sinilariti""-6.tween this complex and thesquibnocket conplex on uirltr" t"--vli.yard. eun[ (1970: 250 ]assigns the syrvan Lake comprex .rr-.t" range of ca. 4350 Bp toca' 3850 BP, using both the d;iaJ--rioto-=sylvan take Rockshelter(Table 4'l) and bracketing dates from cfrronorogi."rrv adjoiningconplexes. He seens skeptic"i-;i-ttti-"'"g. range for Brennan,s(L977r422-424) "Taconic- tradition;, iooo-re00 Bp, in the rowerHudson (Funk L976 *5r-)-. 
- .wyatt (Lgz7i ,"port" that the nininumage range for the wadinq niver- "orpi.* on Long rsland is about4500 Bp to 3700 Bp, but iibng with ffiy authori,--"."" a tongpersistence for the 

"riir- 
-;["il#' point tiaaition (wyartL977:{05-406} . Few archeoL gists, -ii-ori.r.r, 

would regard ![ratt,spleasanr Hirr. dare (ses-t- gq spj' (r;6i;-;lri"Ii-ui=Inuication ofanything but the inciusroE of a ;""'ie;;i wading River projecrilepoint in a Late Woodland ptt.

-
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The consensus of opinion seems to be that the small stemned
point - iriaition, under- whatever namer appears in eastern
Massachusetrs--& aiouna 4500 BP and that by roughly 3500 BP (at
the Iatest), it was changing into (or being replaeed b.y)

something other than the ""ii-"i entity that occurs at sites like
Hornblower rr and vincent (Ritchie 1969b), Bear swamp rr (Barnes

Lg7Zr. and lteville (Dincauz.-igZe) . 1,!-1s range aPPears to be the
best age estinate .utt"ntly possible for t9BN281 ' :fhe

sinilarities of the site t; W: Ritchie's Squibnocket complex
along with D. nJt"nl"'s- (1981:114) observation that durirg the
lifespan of the small stemmed point- tradition, quartz declined
somewhat in popuiarity, suggest ti.q! th9 true age range fol .the
site nay act;;iit--ii; in-ltre earlier half or two-thirds of that
mil lenium.

The artifacts from 198N281 attest to a range of activities
carried out -"t or' from the-site during the tate Archaic period'
Together, tfrese acti viti ei beg in .to- indicate how the site
functioned within the subsist6nce,/settlement system of these
peopte. rnreipi"i"tiol of the function(s) of any gng site must

relie on more than simply-.-".talo9 of the activities that took
place there; "it" functibn-rnust also be eval-uated by comparison
to other sites and with such factors as season(s) of occupation
firmly in nina. Certain ."p""ti of such an analysis are somewhat

beyond the scope of.this t;;;;i and others, stich ?!' season of
occupation, ;;; 

-iimpfy_ ;;i- recorded by the evidence at hand'

ttrus, a more complete undei"i""aing of the function of 198N281

awaits additional study "i-rorre6tiot" 
and site patterning fron

the outer CaPe and beYond.

Paleoenvironmental SetLing

assigning an age to the assemblage at t9BN281 allows a brief
discussion of the site's ""iti"g "t the time it was occupied'
The uncertain dating for the iite presents no nore than a minor

inconvenience, for it rorcJs- ih; liscussion to consider the

setting over the span 9f ; millenium centered on 4000 BP' This

might be a consiraini that ""ria exist independentLy of the

dating for th;-siia; given th;-i.tpot.l and geographic resolution
;i -ah" available paieoenvironmentar data'

Shorelines.Risingsealevelr€losion,anddeposition.all
acred=i?fr;t=Ei" ioio.6tt"-io sttape,ine outer Cape shoreline into
its present arcuate form. irot 4-SOO Ap to 3500 BP sea leve1 rose

steadilyl eror-.u..rt -g.3 *-1" about -6.3 m, at an' average rate
of 0.3 m,/I00 yr (nedf i"ia--""6 Rubi;- L962t Oldale and O'Hara

t9B0:Figure r). The risini-s";.-gr.quilrv drowned,. the shoreLine
in protected places, "u"f, 

i" tfie longt narrow embayment between

Site Function
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theHighHeadescarpmentandthesouthernsideofthe
piovfn6elands Hook (Figure 4'1)'

More substantial changes took place along the exposed coast'
where erosion continued to'cut int'o the 91acil1 UIi!!' as it had

for rhe previ;;--ii.'" rnifienia 
-(zeigfei et al. 1955:R307) ' The

strength of the yrave att;ai during storms is a key factor
affecting tne iate-oi "rosion 

on outer Cape Cod, so O'Donnell and

Leatherman (1980:8) believe average erosion rates to have been

similar to those of the present day -- ga. 0.3 m/yr on the cape

cod aay shoreline and ca. o.le n/yt on the Atlantic ocean side'

During the millenium, between 4500 and 3500 BP, the
provincelands i""X extended it".tt about 2 kn to the west and

began to curve-u nii to the-soutn (zeigler et a1: 1965:303-306).
As the hook ltrew, East rf.tUot-i""t pilgiim Lake) in front of the

escarpment became increasingly protecled. This probably allowed
fr inging salt marshes t" "*plnb 

it least along the shore' if not
out from it. Ciowtfr of tne hook may also- h3ve meant that the

cove.s resources yrere greatei at 3500 Bi than they had been at
4500 BP.

Veqetation.Theperiod4500-3500BPfallswithinWinkler,s#(r9g5:308) poit"r, "uur"ir" 
i" at Duck Fond in wellf leet. This

subzone, Iasting from ca. 5000 BP to Ca. 22OO BP, marks a period
when the forests of the outer cape were slowly changing -from
pine uurr.rr-ii[" --omnunity to ?.mgre mesophytic one (closer to
that present at Contact) . 'oai, pitch pine 

-- !"l=llLrtiqida) ' and

white pine (pinus_ stroPu=1 
'airninated the5ottlsi?1il eeech'

birch, hickory, maple, "9tfrlfml-ana 
ironwood were less prominent

components, giovring mostly in the protected hollows (Wink1er

l9B2:68). uiiii. -tt" foilo;;ng-;.tibg' subzone.3d' at Duck Pond

there is no ;il;"tion i"'[rte-i"ri, sediments that people were

intentionally burnirg the forests to affect their composition or

structure (Winkler 1985:308) '
rn brief, the Late Archaic peopte probably- had tl"il

sett1enent i n a pi ne-.'rik 
- 

worrtll art'1] bne protected cove (now

Pilgram Lake) and the Oay*stroreline lay at nearly their present

distances from the site. However, the Atlantic shoreline was

further away than it prese"tf'-!9 eiSure 4.I)' Paleoecological
information is presentt;'-i"iuiticieirt to judge the productivity
of the cove and to deter*inl-'"n"itt.t features iuch as clam flats
vtere avai lable.

Chipped Stone Tools in SLstemic Context

Althoughitisnotobviousfromthepercentagesof
technology cJ.asses aIone,"-In.- lithic assemblage excavated in
t9B3 proviaes--cieai eviaence-of all stages 9f tltipped stone tool
manufacture, from initiaf-ieAuction to iinaf shabing and tool
maintenance (cf . ttUanami".-fg84e:40) ' This section summarizes
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the major stages in the cycler ds represented in the l9g3assemblage, frorn raw material procurement Lo f inal discard

^,_!_! ial. The Late Archaic people probablyobtaine of the rock they u"iA from within afew kilcmeters of the site. the varieties of qo"ii" and felsicvolcanic rocks in the archeological assembiage are sirnilar inlitholcEY' cortex characteristics, and shape to--siones in thel9caL glacial drift (Moffett Lg44; Boistel 1984c). Althoughthese. comparisons have not been made in a systematic andquantitative fashionr the author's familiarity -with both thearcheological and the naturally occurring rnatelial makes himconfident that the similarities are present and are neaningfui.
The presence of stones in the earliest stages of reduction andthe proportions of technology types are further indications thatmost of the raw naterial is local. None of these considerationsexcludes the possibiLity that a small proportion of the rock usedat the site was non-Iocal, but it has not yet been possible torecognize any cultural material fron lgBN2gl that i; made ofexotic rock t1pes.

The nlithic landscape" (could and saggers l9g5 zL24) of capecod consists entirely of glacial drif[- and drifl-deriviashoreline deposits (Borstel l9g4c). No bedrock crops outanywhere on the Cape (Otdale 1969:Figure 1), so ratr materilts formaking stone tools occur locally only as -pebbles 
and cobbLes.The people of 19BI\28L could have collected-a few stones from thepatches of bare ground around the camp; doubtress they filred asmall fraction of their raw material needs in thiS ";t---nr.vmight also have dug pits to gather stones from the grouid, bui

.this.seems -less^ likely. Both of these strategies would haveprovided only a few stones for a relativery rarge 6itort.

- By far the nost abundant sources for stones on outer Capecod are the unprotected ocean and bay beachesr where erosion ofthe glacial drift assures a continuiirg suppty and waves andcurrents winnow away the finer seaimenli (Borstel rggaci.Beaches where stones were abundant l.y .t easy walking Aistanc6,one to four kilcrneters from the site. Beaches are 6ynanic, .natoday the abundance of stones on the outer cape varies withchanges in the ,beach profile. whenever colleiting conditionsnere good (Borstel 1984c:306-309) and raw materials were needed,people from 19BI\281 went down to the beach to-gitn.r stones.They also colrected stones incidently, while they -r"r" at theshore for other reasons.

Elsewhere the author suggested that to reduce the effort of
Prlnging large amounts of rock- back to their households, the"stoneworkers. .are likely to have carried out initial reduction,brank preparation, or even later stryes-of tool making on beaches
?I on nearby criff tops' (Borstel rggac:309). rt is p"""iui.that this suggestion is incorrect or that it is a too broadgeneralization, because the artifacts recovered indicatereduction of numerous pebbres on the site. ttor..r.i, it is more
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likely that because the distance to the sources were short and

because quartz p"UUf"" tend to be snall (Borstel 1984c 22931 'people nrought-much (though not necessarily all) material to the
site in the form of unmodiftea cobbles and pebbles, lnstead of
U.gi"ning reduction at the beach. Quartz stones vary considerably
in their eu.ifiy- ar,a in other characteristics as well' but 9t!'
are insufficient to indic"i" ttt.t criteria the People employed in
collecting stones on the beach.

triakinq tools. The stoneworkers of 198N281 used two types 9f
ura''rffibiiaces.Somebifaces9ereshaPeddirect1y
from pebbles or iobblesr dpd others vtere made fron flakes'

Several bifaces have cortex on both faces, which i's clear
evidence that a pebble bl,ank was employed. One strategy was- - to
remove all the cortex from one iace before turning the pebble

"""t to begin work on the opposite face (Figure !.21. Thicker
pebbles rnight have been ibproacn"d gifferently, bY 

"Lternatingfaces to remove the cortex ana begin thinning the piece at the
same time.

The curved longitudinal sections of a few bifaces indlcate
that they were made irom flakes. Flake blanks may have been
produced in several ways. There is little evidence for carefully
brepared and naintaiied cores at 198N281. Such cores nay have
been used at the site, but they may not now be recognizaple
because they were thoroughly- exhiusted. t{ore likely' pebbles
;;;a rapidly*reduced to flales-with little attention beirg pald
to the -prohuction of flakes of a consistent form. Instead' the
stonewor ker sinply picked out those flakes that night be mgst
useful from tire- irass of those produced. Stoneworkers may also
have used other reduction techniqlres, such as bipolar reduction
Jr outright cdble snashing - (Ritchie L98r). The relative
importan6e of these strategies has not.been assessed for 198N281.
eii"l the najoiftV ot bifa6es are uninformative about whether
they were made ?ro* cobbles or from flake blanks. Initial
striiri"g and ieduction produced several kinds of debitage,
inciuAing decortication flakesr some b1ocks, and some shatter'

Non-stemmed bifaces at 198N281 provide indications of two'
and perh.p" r"i., modal forms (Figure 4.21 . The ' Late Archaic
stoneworkers'-pi6a"c"a both lanceolate (Group r) _and leaf (@oup

2l non-stemmed bifaces. 1lttese forns can be identified among

bif aces of ""rving 
degrees of refinement in their edgeg.r-planst

and sections (su[groups A-D) . Stoneworkers used both pebble 
- 
and

flake blanks to pr6duce each form. Differentiation of these
forms began ""tiy ii't the reduction sequencer for some subgroup A

ranceolate and leaf bifaces are quite -thick and mininaLly worked.
Itre details 

-"f-itt" 
straping prociss have not been worked out, but

rejectage produced auiini -manufacture included trim flakes'
shatterr regular flakes, 

-ind decortication flakes' As reduction
proceeded rr6to initial straflng-to-f il?l f inishing, the proportion
of decortication flakes pibU"SfV declined and the location of
cortex prob;;it -"frift"& tron- dorsal surf ace to ptatform' Of
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FIGURE 4.2. pebbles in initial stages of reduction.
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course'reductionalsoproducedfailedbifacesisomeofthesecan
be praced in----ei"up"- i--or 2, but others faLL into the
rniscellaneous 

-categoii"". 
ll1ne third non-stemmed bif ace grouP'

ovater lnay represent anotfrei-intentionally produced forn' On the
other hand, th;-ovate Uieaces miy be thole which stonertorkers
rejected because, for ong reason or anotherr they vfere unable to
shipe into leaf or lanceolate forms'

Do the leaf and lanceolate bifaces represent finished tools
in their own right? g"tiing a more-detailed examination of the
assemblage, a firm answer i" itp""sible. Comparisons among the
Leaf and lanceolate non-"i.t*ei bifaces and Lhe Cape Stemmed and

snall Stemmed bifaces ";e;;ia _rhar not all well-shaped
non-stemmed bifaces are iinished tools. It is plausible to
suggest that ;;;-;;rtion "i-itt. 

leaf bifaces were further shaped

to produce the Cape -(Group-f) 
-itenneA bifacesr 6ltd' sinilarly'

some of the l;;-."oi"t" -bifaces were further worked to produce

Small (Group Zl sienmed bifac€s (Figure 4'3) '

Use.observationsonthemorphologyoftlestemnedbifaces
are sifiestive of aifferences in tha use- of Cape Stemned and

Snall Stemmed Uii...". Fi;;i, there is the matter of size: Cape

stemmed bi.faces weigh seveiar times more than snall Stemmed

bifaces. Second, the cui"---it.*t"a bifaces are commonly

resharpened,'-6;i tfris does not appear to be the case for most

Small Stemmed bifaces. Einallyl Cap- Stemrned bifaces show a

consistent pattern of Uteu["g"'lt tlre shouldersr suggesting both

a specif i" n;iii"g-- i.cttnique- and specif ic mode of use' one

possibility is ttrit the s*lii slemmea-bifaces are projectile tips
for javelin-like weaponsr---rrtir. the cape stenrned bifaces nay be

general-purposehaftedtools.SomeCapeSternmedbifaceswere
probably ,"-"t.ipened- _at-ltre "ii., 

giien the prevelence of this
attribute in the assemblag.r"I"-i. e"ft'ion ot the trim flakes (and

general ff aneJi) iie-proa-u.[" of blade rejuvenation.

The examination so far undertaken on the 198M81 assemblage

provides Iit;i;-;aAition.i-iniottation on the use of these tools'
one issue to be resolved i"l "" 

just. notedr the uses to which the

non-stemmed bifaces were 
-p"tl fnother question is the extent to

which flakes ""t. being usla as casual tools'

Discard. Discarded material comprises at least
--manufacturing rejectage 

-itf"[."r- blocksr etc' and obviously

failed piecei), a few uroren- smail stemmed bifacesr dlrd many

of the Cape 'St"*,o"a Uiiices. These last ldere discarded either
when they snapped in theii-n"ii" or when their blades had been

resharpened beyond usefulness. rnterestingly, no biface bl'ade

fragment" .oufa'U. ref itted onto the Gp. StLmneA. bases ' This

n'y indicate--ln"t breakaqe-occured elsewhere and the bases were

removed from th;i; hafts wien the users returned to camp'

summ3rv. Clet'1Y: al} phases of chipped stone tool
manufacture are representeJ Uy-ifre assemblage Lxcavated in 1983'

It is not possible to A"t"tfii"" the relative importance or
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FTGURE 4-3. Hypothetical reduction seguences cape stemmedand Wading Rivei Stemmed brfaces. A_H, Group 2 (leaf) non_stemmed bifaces;_A-8, Group 2Ai C_D, erorp 2Bi E_F, Group2ci G-H' Group 2Dt r-K, crlup r-(capei-rt.rn*"d bifaces; L-s,Group I (lanceolate) non-stemmed bitaces; L-M, Group rA;N-P, Group 18; e-S, Group IC; T-V, A;;;; 2 (Wading River)stemmed bifaces.

149



Proportionsofactivityinvol.ved.withearlyproduction'late
production r 

-ina rej o*""uiiott ' but - in Lerns of the

important,/untrn"itanl--".ii.-r'r"r'rinurotr ( 1984d) employs, all three

categories ut"-itpoiiant in this part of l9BN281'

other Activities
Inadditiontothemanufacture'use'andrejuvenationof

chipped "torr"---toof", 
i"foiilii;" that can be gleaned from the

198N281 assemblage is -lirniiea. the material recovered in 1983

re-enforces M;;;;t;;';-'iU84; 380-383) contention that this part

;i the site t#i;t;-a 'idt range of activities

Ttrepresenceofthg.gougeTul..indicatethatpeoplewere
engaged ir, *oiiilrfing, 

-eitnir to manufacture inplements or to
eonstruct t..iiilieJ"'wniie- at the site' The abrasive stones

suggest wooden, bone, ol "lon" 
tool sharpening, either to

maintain tools or to *.nuf."ture them. The hamrnerstones may be

part of rhe "lon" ioot *uriii-iit-g;_lhey nav have been used for
some other purposer such as iig*"nt grinhing-or food preParation'

Theplunmetmayindicatefishing,butfirm-evidencethat
people fron igiMai-ti"rt"a-is-proviagq pv " calcined f in rav or

rib fragmenr i;; a nediu* li i;;g; fish-. rhe raritv of shell at

the site is problematig. 
-in.ii'-raritv is probably partly a

reflection of preservation effects. t6ople--probably did not

deposit them in-sufficieit eoin[itit" to-buffar the acidic soil
of the site and preserve tiieto'-i" substantiaL quantities' Does

this mean Late Archaic i!"pf"-- ui-tgewe'f did not consume much

shellfish? This is cert;iniy -9ne^^Possibility; it 
is also

possibte t;;t- peopte ;;;' fgsNZgl -9 
athered shellf ish and

processed or 
-.on"ui.,"d- 

ttrem near the tid;I flatr leaving most

shells close to the "n"i".- 
even the assbciation of shellfish

with the Late Archaic *''ntpo"t--ttt- is open to question'' given that a

quantity of "n"rr" 
from Ed"ii;'pioauced a -radiocarbon date of

about 1100 BP. If thig -cou'ld 
. be. demonstrated' it would be

interesring to explore wrri p;;;1; bothered to bring stone to the

site to turn into tool"r'-6iri-not !rinS whole shellfish to the

site to eat. Other f"unlf -*it"rial il also skimpy: people

hunted and trapped in trre-woods and marshes and brought the game

tothesite.BeyondnolingthatthgYhuntedmeduimandlarge
nammats, nothing specif ic'lui'-ue "iia 

about hunting practices '

Finally, the guantities of fire-cracked rock suggest that
the use of f ire -for- 

-"oof 
ittg ' drying/smoking' and for

heating--was common.

The spatial structure of 198ry281 at both the scale

represented by [he I9g3 e*ci.r.tiorrs and on the scale of the

site as a wnole is patciy._-q{nl uld low artifact densities
alternate over shor t horizoni,al distances ' l'tcManamon (1984e:383 )
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has prausibly suggested that this pattering is the resurt ofsT?1I' repeated, overlapping occupations. To this shourd beadded the effects of post-occupation alterations.
one notable aspect of the 1983 excavation is the failure torecover intact facilities, such as hearths or piti. previousfy,failure to discover such features had been aitributed to thelgstins strategy alone: hearths and other features were toodifficult to recognize in small test units, -ind--tt"V 

r,rere toowidely dispersed to be encountered by the snall units. rntactfeatures within the area examined i; 19g3 ""uio have beendifficurt to miss, since 33 "qu"i; meters in a contiguous brockurere exposed.

Generalizing from a single case is, of course, unrealistic,but the 1983 excavations seem to indicate that despite the largeguantities of fire-cracked rock, intact hearth! are rare.Absence of features may refleci one or more of the following:the Late Archaic occupanti didn't .otrstruct then; through theperiod of occupation, people r"p".i"aly constructed facilities(specif ica 11y' hearths ) ,- demolisiring - oider on"" and perhapsrecycling materials; natural transf5rnrational-pio""""." alteredor destroyed the features . following iinat auaiioonment of thesite. As outlined in Chapte r Z; ln" transfoimational modelproposed by Thomas and Robinson (I960:f9-36I ;;;; suff icient toaccount for the lack of featuresr sucir as pits, floorsr dnd1ightly built facilities. .Not enough research has been done todetermine whether a similar r"o6i *ighi-"i""-"ppry to densityfeatures, such as thick, heavily iii.a--rr"arths.

__^.-_EgSliolt.- The. term. "campn comes to nind to describe thenature of the habitation it 1gBN2g1. Bt."*p is neant atenporary settlement, occupied for -il;iod"-'or--i'Iys 
to weeks,within which people carried out -;- variety of dqnestic andindustrial activities, while they-"*ti""t.a resources from thesurrounding landscape. The.pregiedinq aiscussi"n-pil"ia." a veryincomplete list of the actiiities ir,it took place at or from thesite; these include: stone tool manufacturl ina- naintenance,woodworkingr food processing, 

"ton" gathering, - hunting, andfishing.
The reasons people chose -to stay where they did and the waysin whieh the activities articuiiteo-iriiir tto". at other pracescannot always be ascertained on the ui"i; ;i-. =irrgi" site. Thefollowing observations are. in. "ia"i-r"iaroing these topics. Ttresite is situated so that it is n.ii'"err"r!1 kinds of shorerinefeaturesr but not immediaterv aajacent io any of them (Figure4. l) . The l0cation seems. 

- !o represent, a conpromise positionretative to marine and possigrv t"ii.Jiii"r ;.;il;;;. rhe siteis rarse and has a -iii.ty' ni;;--iinsity of naterials. rtcontrasts with smaller "inlanl" sifes, such as l9BN434 on theupper reaches of l{ellf leet,s ierring Ri;;, (Borstel1984b2282-283), in which itr. totarity oi the assenbrage is a fewdozen to a few nunarea. smarr itemmea point tiadition site
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patterning seems to contrast with that of the Late Woodland

;;;i"dt "it"" 
from the Late Archaic appear to be much more widelv

dispersed ".to"" 
the landsc.p" lhal Lhose of the Late Woodland'

which seem *ori-"tt""gry crustirea along the shore. Finally, the
site lacks shell dePosits.

Ew,g.Le!g-w.lusions

ThelgS3excavationsatlgBN2Slbuiltonpreviousfieldwork',
as this anarysis-rr"" built-on pt"ttl-ous. studies of the slte' on

the basis of this work, the foilowing has been determined:

!.. Artifacts rest within a paleosol that is buried by

windbro,n sand from nearby-gi;.i.r aritt. Burlal probabry took
pLace in the nineteenth centurY'

2. Prior to burial, the site nas used as an agr icultural
f ield; plowing does not "pir."i 

to have penetrated to the main

zone of-high artifact densitY'

3. This zone exists because of Pagt depositional alteration
of the archeoLogicar mateti"i". e nobel proposed by Thomas and

n"Ui"""n (1980) appears applicable to this site'

4.TtreartifactassenblagerePresentstwocottporrents.llhe
major one is "-iinii"station 

of irre r,ite Archaic snall stenmed

poinr traaitionr---possibl; iieiliared with Ritchie's (1959b )

Squibnocret cornpi"", anA e'sti;;l;e to date about 4000 BP (+ 500

yr). The minor .o,oporr.ii- ia Middf;iaie Woodland' dating to
ca.1500-500 BP.

5. Artifacts fron the woodland conponent ar9 sparset an9

this .o*pon"ni contributed little or nothing in the way of
li thics .

6.AnalysisoftheLateArchaiccomponentprovidesevidence
of two common stemmed biface forms. One of these typOg,.!hg Cap?

Stenrned form, has just Oeen-rEcognizeO as having a widespread
distribution' ;;- 6"p. Cod. Theie rnay be functionally different'
contemPorarY tool t1Pes.

7. The lithic assemblage indicates that all stages of stone
tool nanufacturing are t.pielented in the 1983 excavation area'
and several 

-;;;;; _-"r 
bii;a;--can be traced throush several

manufacturing steps. Manuiacturing at the site rnay include the
pioauction oi !v;ei;g River and cape stemmed bifaces '

g. For the f irst time in park service's survey2 €xc€lvEt!+o"

recovered " 
goug"r-i-plumm;ir-ind abrasive stones in association

with materiais 6r-tne- small stemmed point tradition.
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9. Faunal naterial is associated with theassemblage. This material indicates the peoplenarine and terrestriar habitats while at the-siie.
10. The horizontar distribution of artifacts1983 does not contradict the hypothesis thatrepeatedly occupied on a short terln- basis (days togeographic overlaps among successive occupati6ns.

Late Archaic
exploited both

recovered in
the site was
weeks), with

This report has put forth-many suppositions and hypotheses,so the artifact assenblage from fggNZAf holds considerablepotential for future work. Ir[uch of the work needs to be carriedou-t_not.only at l9BM8l, but at other sites as well (and in oldcollections) 
_ to provide a comparative framework. From thisfranework will cone a fuller understanding of ttrt-iite Archaic onCape Cod.

More work can be done with site sedirnents. Soil chernistryshould be examined to search for evidence of decomposed shell andbone. The full extent of the nineteenth ceniury sand sheetshould be mapped. The vertical distribution of "riifacts couldbe further investigated by cornpleting the anafysi--of the columnsanples. Ttle entire question oi postJdepositioiral movenent needsmuch experimental work to refine lhe modit.
Future studies of the artifacts should seek to verify thereduction seguence that has been outlined fn 

-cttipt.." 
3 and 4.

Tefitting studies might be one avenue to persue in 
"uJn- ;;investigation. Another area of work is tle rJiin.rn"nt of theclassification of debitage so that it better reflects specificsteps in the- -reduction process. Tool function aLso needs morework; this courd be pursu.i uy such rnethods as wear analysis aswell as newer nethods lika the blood extraciion techniquerecently described_by-Icy (19g3). A complete exarninition of rockcortexes of archeological naterials, inciuding O"tt, cnipped-si;;and fire-cracked rock would provide specific evidence thatbeaches or other exposures were sources of rock.

The horizontal distribution of arifacts needs more thoughtand more work- The analysis should aemonstrate more firmly thenature of the diachronic comnunity patterning at- igBN2gl and totest this against specific alternativ6s.

Future Directions
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APPENDIX 1

Results of Soil Analyses

TABLE AI.I
Proveniences of Sanples Submitted For Grain Size Analysis

EU

203
203
203
203
203
203
203

211
2rl
211
2lI
2LL
211
2LL

223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223

233
233
233
233
233
233
233

HH

HH

HH

Sanple *

L.02
1.04
2.L0
1.06
1.07
l.0g
l. I0
2.09
2. l0
2.06
2.05
2.04
2.03
2.02

L.02
1.04
1.06
2. l0
I.0g
1.09
1.10
l.ll
l.13
1. 17
L.23
L.24

2.09
2.10
2.06
2.05
2.04
2.03
2.02

2.01

2.0L

2.01

Catalog

1571s
16 715
L67 22
L67L7
16 718
16719
L67 20

L67 23
L67 24
L67 25
L67 26
L67 27
L67 28
L67 29

15704
16 705
t6 706
L57 2L
L6707
15 708
16 709
16710
16711
L67L2
15713
L67L4

16730
1673 I
L6732
16733
L6734
16 73s
L6736

L6737

16 738

16739

Hor i zon

IC
IC

f CLplowsc
IIA
IIA
IIA
IIA

IC
IC-plowsc

IIA
IIA
IIA
I IB2
I IB2

rA/c
IC
IC

IC-plolrsc
IIA

IlA/82
I IB2
I IB2
I IB2
I IB2
I IB3
IIC

IC
fC-plowsc

IIA
IIA
IIA
ITB2
I IB2

IC

IC

IC

Beg Oepth

5.00
15.00
26.50
27.50
32. 50
37. 50
47.50

12. 00
24.00
27 .00
33.00
37. 00
42,50
51.00

5 .00
15.00
25.00
30. 00
35. 00
40. 00
45.00
50.00
50.00
80. 00

130.00
170. 00

11.00
30. 00
24.00
26.50
31.00
37.00
4g .00

19 .00

17.00

16.00

End Depth

10.00
20.00
30.00
32.50
37.50
42.50
52.50

15. 00
27.00
30.00
35.00
39.50
45.00
55.00

10.00
20.00
30.00
33.50
40.00
45.00
50.00
55.00
65. 00
85.00

135 .00
175,00

14 .50
33.00
26 .50
28 .50
33.00
40.00
51.00

29.00

25.00

26.00

155



TABLE A1.2

of trtajor Sediment Fractions

I

I

,

EU SamPle *

203 L.02
203 1.04
203 2.L0
203 1.06
203 1.07
203 1.08
203 l. l0

211 2.08
211 2. r0
2LL 2.06
2LL 2.05
zLL 2.04
211 2.03
2ll 2.02

223 1.02
223 1.04
223 1.06
223 2.10
223 1.08
223 r.09
223 1.10
223 r.11
223 1. 13
223 1.17
223 L.23
223 L.24

233 2.08
233 2.10
233 2.06
233 2.05
233 2.04
233 2.03
233 2.02

HH 2.OL

HH 2. 0l

Htt 2.01

Ho![ 2.01

Hot't 2.01

Percentag es

Hor izon

IC
IC

I C-pl ohtsc
IIA
IIA
IIA
IIA

IC
IC-pLowsc

IIA
IIA
IIA
I IB2
I IB2

rA/c
IC
IC

IC-plorrrsc
IIA

rrA/82
I IB2
TIB2
TTB2
I IB2
I IB3
IIC

IC
IC-plowsc

IIA
IIA
IIA
I IB2
TTB2

IC

IC

IC

IC

IC

Pct Gravel

.10

.20
.2L

1.50
2.20
2 .90
2.80

.09
.59
.6'l

L .09
5 .70
I .05

.83

.02

.05

.40
.20

1.00
3 .10
3.00
3.60
2.60
7 .70
2.00
I .00

0.00
.L7

2.29
2.16
1.53
2.75
2.90

.27

.10

.2L

0.00

0 .00

Pct Sand

90 .80
92.60
96.L2
87. 90
85.30
83 .50
86.20

91 .53
9I.95
88.84
84. 8l
80.47
84.21
86.33

91.00
91.00
9 5,.0 0
94.61
87. l0
83.00
82.50
g4 .00
94.90
85.40
97.00
I9.00

88.99
96.79
88.35
87.86
88.75
84.22
85.25

96.90

96.58

97.33

99 .83

99.94

Pct silt
7 .70
5. 70
2.92
9.00

11.00
L2.40
9.80

6. 33
6.47
8.56

L2.62
12.13
L2.87
11.60

I .10
7. 50
2.8 0
4.16

10.90
12.30
10.40
10. 70
9.20
5.4 0
.70

6.29

L0.12
2.53
9.03
7.32
8.32

10.55
9.24

r.7 2

1.90

1.37

.L2

Pct Clay

r .40
1.50

.'l 4
I .60
1.50
I .30
L.20

2.05
.98

I .93
1.48
I .71
1.87
L.25

.90
1.50

.80
1.02
1.00
I .60
4.10
1.70
3 .30
1.50

.30
3.80

.89

.51
I .33
2.66
1.40
2.49
2 .61

1.12

1.42

l. 09

.05

.02
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HOIU

HOM

cm below

2.01

2.01

IC

IC

0.00

0.00

300 m west of site.
HH samples are off-site

HoM samples are off-site

5.00

7.00

L6740

T674L

l{ctes: sample numbers beginnirq with t are wall sanples; sample numbersbeginning with 2 ate colunn sanples. Beginning and ind deptni 
"t- 

given jncn Jcelow qround-sglEage (BS) at sanple location.conrrols trom High Head area, 300 m west of sitecontrols from Head of the Meadow Beach.
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TABLE A1.3

Inclusive Graphic Method Sarnple Statletics
(In gLt - Units)

Sample *

1.02
l. 04
2. 10
1.05
1.07
1.08
1. r0

2. 08
2. l0
2.06
2..05
2.04
2. 03
2.02

1.02
1.04
1.06
2.10
L,08
1.09
I .10
I .11
1.13
1.17
1.2 3
L.24

2 .08
2.10
2.05
2.05
2,04
2.03
2.02

2. 0l

2.0L

2.0r

2.01

2.01

Hor izon

IC
IC

IC-plowsc
IIA
IIA
IIA
IIA

IC
IC-plowsc

IIA
IIA
IIA
I IB2
I IB2

tvc
IC
IC

IC-plowsc
IIA

rrA/82
I IB2
I IB2
I IB2
I IB2
I IB3
IIC

IC
IC-plowsc

IIA
IIA
IIA
I IB2
I IB2

lbdian

2.03
L.92
L.72
1.8 9
1.53
2.28
1.95

2.L7
2.35
2.L8
2.04
L.77
2.07
I,82

2.L4
2.3L
I .79
I.84
2.08
I .75
I .78
1.86
2.07
1 .35
I .0r
I .33

2.37
I .85
l, .86
1.83
L.72
1.6 0
I .61

1.48

1.90

1.89

.72

.63

llean

2.09
2.L9
1.83
2.07
1.88
2.33
2.08

2.26
2.27
2.L9
2. 18
2.0L
2.22
2. 08

2.22
2.43
I.88
1.94
2.10
2.07
2.00
1.9 5
2.L3
L.44
L.20
1.41

2.5L
1.89
1.99
1.90
1.83
1.87
I .85

1.63

L.96

1.81

.80

.73

1.35 .15
1.11 .40
1.04 .18
1.44 .25
1.80 .L7
I .50 .1r
L.42 .20

L.26 .26
1.20 -.01
1.40 .17
I.53 ,22
1.95 .12
1.65 .26
1.48 .31

Kurt

1.01
1.04

.95
1.05
1.13
1.10

,99

L.22
L.05
L.26
I .03
1.37
L.02

.92

1.04
I .12

.98
1.04

.88
1.49
1.93
I .87
I .28
1.98
1.02
1.93

.93

.9r
1.07
1.31
1 .06
l,.15
1.17

.77

.8'l

.74

.92

1.25

sd skEU

203
203
203
203
203
203
203

211
211
211
21r
2rl
2LL
211

223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223

233
233
233
233
233
233
233

HH

IIH

AH

HOM

Hol,t

IC

IC

IC

IC

L.26
1.r0

.98
1.09
I .50
1.94
2.39
2.2"1
L.78
1.81
I.OI
1 .52

1.07
.95

1,43
1.75
1.55
1.83
1.85

1. 13

1.06

1. 14

.55

.52

.18

.33

.16

.18

.14

.11
.13

- .09
.24
.01
.29
.36

.26

.08

.24

.24

.24

.34

.33

.2L

.08

-.05
.r8

.34IC
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EU

203
203
203
203
203
203
203

211
2ll
2ll
211
211
2tt
211

223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223

233
233
233
233
233
233
233

TIH

HH

HH

HoM

HoM

Sanple

1.02
1.04
2.10
1.05
1.07
1.08
l.l0
2.08
2.L0
2.06
2.05
2.04
2.03
2.02

1.02
1.04
1.06
2.10
1.08
1.09
I .10
l.11
1.13
L.17
L.23
L.24

2.09
2.L0
2.06
2.05
2.04
2.03
2.02

2.0L

2.0L

2 .01

2.OL

2.01

Ilor i zon

IC
IC

IC-plowsc
IIA
IIA
IIA
IIA

IC
IC-pLowsc

IIA
IIA
IIA
I IB2
I IB2

rA/c
IC
IC

IC-plowsc
IIA

TTA/82
TTB2
I IB2
I IB2
I IB2
I IB3
IIC

IC
IC-plowsc

IIA
IIA
IIA
I IB2
ITB2

IC

IC

IC

IC

IC

TABLE AI.4

Method of ttbnent Sanple Statlstics
(In Ptri Units)

!{edian

2.03
1.95
1.73
1.9r
l. 64
2.29
1.95

2.18
2.33
2.lg
2.04
L.77
2.07
1.84

2 .15
2.32
l.8l
I .95
2.07
L.79
1.80
1.87
2.07
1.35
1.01
r.34

2.39
I .86
I .97
l. g3
L.72
1.63
1.53

1.50

1.91

r. gg

.73

.64

Mean

2.24
2.33
L.92
2.L7
1.8.1
2.33
2.Lg

2.46
2.38
2.39
2.29
1 .99
2.39
2.L9

2.35
2.60
1.99
2.05
2.22
2.02
2. l0
I .93
2.33
l. 35
L.22
l. g3

2.6L
l.g5
2.L2
2.r3
1.9 9
2.04
2.06

L.73

2.07

1.90

.81

.77

sd

1.60
1 .43
L.27
r.79
2.L4
L.92
1.65

1.57
I .41
I .69
1.75
2.L3
1.85
1.69

l.{5
l.3g
L.26
1.36
I.6 5
2.09
2.5L
2.40
2.20
2.L6
1.17
2.02

L.2g
l.15
1.70
.2.03
1.79
2.10
2.L2

L.44

1 .4r

1.41

.61

.59

sk

.82
l.l5
1.05

. rl8

.10
-.03

.65

1.07
.70
.8{
.63
.23
.65
.69

.81
1.15
1.ll
1.01

.61

.08

.28
-.17

.44

.16

.80
L.24

.96
1.00

.66

.7L

.59

.64

.66

1.09

1.14

.93

1.43

l.5l

Kurt

1.77
7.97
8.72
t1.13
2.54
3.87
3.52

6.57
5.62
4.72
3.11
2.27
2.7 2
3 .38

4 .69.
7.6L

10.04
8.09
2.59
2.51
1.82
2.25
2.6L
3.02
9 .01
6.49

5.43
9.81
3.gl
3.16
3 .35
2.54
2.4L

I .43

9.67

7.79

26.54

15.87

1S9



TABLE A1.5

f,ithic and Fire-Cracked Rock Fractionsr EU 203 @Iunn

ti th ics

b

FCR

Interv al Hor izon
cm BS

5 -10 ICn
wt

ICn
wt

IIA N

wt

rIA N

wt

IIB2 n

wt

IIB2 n

wt

t5-2 0

27 .5-32.5

32.5-37 .5

37 .5-42.5

47 .5-52.5

5

4.896

L2

6.487

t1

34.296

3

a .8'7 4

16

0 .706

13

0.858

20

1.315

I6

0.846

9

0. L19

L7

0.294

I
0. 113

4

0.0 58

0

0

0

0

30

5.724

42

7.639

39

35.724

23

L.778

2 mm.

6

8.940

2

0.8 92

I
103.60

6

15 .2 60

7

0.745

6

0 .609

6

0.839

0

0

total

0

0

0

0

l3

9.665

I
I .50r

14

104.44

6

l5 .26 0

total

Key:a=)0.25 in; b=0.25 - 0.125 in; c=0.125
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TABLE AI.6
Lithic and Fire-Cracked Rock Fractionsr EU 223 @lunn

Lithics
b

FCR

Interval Horizon

5-10 rA/rc n

wt

15-20 IC n

wt

25-30 IC n

wt

35-40 IIA n

wt

40-45 IIA/IIB2 n

wt

45-50 IIB2 n

wt

50-55 IIB2 n

wt

TLB? n

wt

IlB2 n

wt

LIB2 n

wt

IIB3 n

Irt

60- 55

65-70

80- 85

total

3

3.0 75

4

2,910

11

4.119

7

49.23

5

3.229

2

0. 955

3

I. 719

0

0

2

0. lrl
4

0.234

14

0, 819

20

l. 454

2L

L.292

I
0 .157

2

0.155

I
0.021

2

0. 016

9

0. I20

22

0.305

L2

0.175

II
0.220

5

0.059

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

7

3.203

L7

3.364

47

5.242

39

50.96

37

4.73L

15

1. I71

5

1.993

I
0.021

I
L2.Lzg

2

6.499

31

44.90

11

4 3.061

0

0

7

0.992

I
0.652

I
0 .493

I
0.156

0

0

0

0

I
L2.L2g

0

0

9

7.490

32

45.45

15

43. 554

t
0.156

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

r30 -135
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170-175 rrC

Key:a.)0.25 ln; b-0.25 0.125 ini c.0.125 - 2 nn

n

wt

0

0
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TABLE A1.7

pH Values of Soils from Selected Proveniences

EU 203 - North Wall Water pH - 5.0 Water

EU 2LL - West Wall

Cat #

167s8
L6729
L67 28
L67 27
L67 26
L6725
L67 23
L6757
167s6
L67 24

L6767
L6766
L6765
L6764
L6763
L6762
16761
15760
167s9

Water pH - 4.5 Water Temp - 27 c

Sample * Horizon

pH

3.9
3.7
3.8
3.9
3.7
3.9
4.1
3.9
3.7
4.2

Depth Range pH
(c'n BS)

62-65 3.65
5l-55 3.9

42.5-45 3 .g
37-39.5 3.95
33-35 {.15
27-30 4.25
20-23 4.0
12-15 3.9
5-8 3.7

24-27 4.1

cat #

167ss
r6754
15753
L67 52
16751
157 50
L6749
L6748
L6747
L67 22

Sanp1e f

I
2
3
4
5
6
7
I
9

Horizon

IIB
IIB
IIB
IIA
IIA
IIA
IC
IC
IA
rc/

Intr usion

Temp - 30 c

Depth Range
(cm BS)

6t- 65
50-53
38-41

33 . 5-3 6.5
2g-3 I .5

23.5-26.5
18-2t

9.5-r2
3-6. 5

26. 5-30

I
2
3
4
5
6
7
I
9
10

I
2
3
4
5
6
7
I
9
l0

IIB
IIB
IIB
IIA
IIA
IIA
IC
IC
IA
rc/

Intrusion
pH - 5.0

Horizon

IIB
IIB
IIB
IIA
IIA
IIA
IC
IC
IA

l{ater Tenp - 30

Depth Range
(cm BS)

66-70
5s-58
47-50
38 -4t
34-35 .5
29-32

22.5-25 .0
12-1 5
5-8

EU 223 - South WalI Water

Cat * Samp1e t pH

4.0
4.1
4.0
4.5
4.2
4.2
4.2
4.0
3.6
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L672L

South Wall

cat *

L677 4
L6773
L677 2
L677L
L6770
L6732
L6769
16768
16730
1673 I

rc/
Intrusion

4.5 Water

Hor izon

IIB
IIB
IIB
IIA
IIA
IIA
IC
IC
IA
rc/

Intr usion

30-33.5 4.410

EU 233 Water

Sample

PTI -

*

Temp - 27 c

Depth Range
(cm BS)

59-62
48 -51
3 7-40
31-3 3

26.5-28 .5
24-26.5
L9-2L
11- 14 .5
3-5 .5

30 -33

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
I
I
10

pH

3.65
4.0
4.2
4.1
4.1
4.15
4.1
3.5
3.6 5
4.25
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APPENDIX 2

Radiocarbon Date

r34-00-025

I090+80 BP

Concentration: 281

(I-13, 692, ( C-l3=-0 .44o/ool
32.8 g nixed shell fragments; species
Melg-qqaf ia nercenariar Ctassostrea vir

inelude

@ma=ei,@ I nica,

Source: General excavation

Pr orrenience 3

Age (Lab No.):

lla te rial :

Context and Associations:
consi anoverlying the paleosol. The IIAthick, and the shell sample comes

Stratigraphy in this unitsand (Stratum I ) 1a1ne rhorizon is about l0 cmfrom the lqrer 5 crnexcavation level in this horizon. r-13, 692 is arl shellrecovered fron lhis provenieDC€r and this is the largestsingle sample of shell recovered from the site.
Artifacts from the excavation unit comprise lithicdebitage, f ire-cracked rock, and calcined bone fragrments.Twenty-eight of the 29 lithics are gua rt.z. and tie peaidensity of lithics occurs in r,evel o2s. tevel 035 produceda stemmed biface with side notches that is classified in themiscellaneous group.

The sample was dated because it is the only substantialamount of organic material from the site. rt does not comefrom a feature context, and its depth in the rrA horizonsuggest it may be prow-disturbed. The radiocarbon date isclearly too late to refer to the guartz assemblag" iro* thesite;. it Tay date the minor component repres6nted by theceramics and possibly most of the sirell .
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Morphology

distal

APPENDIX 3

Bi f ace Measurement System
E--

dlstal

lateral

shoulder
stem lnflectlon

proximal

Stemmed biface
(ptanJ

edseQ 
"oo"

face

All bifaces
(cross-section)

face

Cross-section. - plane perpendicular to the faces ofEEEe-Eit?l-int.r"".Cing-- th" faces paralrer roorientation line.
Iolg.flgqit'ral section - plane
-- 

-

Ene Dltace and intersecting theorientation line.

ntation llne ase
proximal

Non-stommed biface
@tan)

9rientation: parallel to

---
convex, tangent to the nost

perpendicular to the faces offaces perpendicular to the

the
the

stem inflection - point ul*g edge of biface stem proximal6ffiE6iltiGr-r'Eei" "uliin" "t",ti"" iior-concave up ro concavedown. The srem infrection is 6euiv;i;"; to rhe shourder ifno change fron concave up to concave down can be recognized.

Non-tenmed pifaces

the proximal (widest) end. Ifproximal point on the biface.
Maximum lenqth. - Distance between orientation rine and tipFa;FA;A'iEiltfr' ro orientarion tine,

r1'
blade

t
t

stsn

-
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Maximum width - Distance between nost widely seParated pair
;Efififfi-6pposite tateral edges parallel to orientation
line.
Irlaximum thickness - Greatest cross-section width parallel to
ortentatlon llneo

Stemmed bifaces

Orientation: Parallel to the base (if convex' tangent to
Irpst proxlmal point on baset if concaver the line between
the most proxinal points on the base).

Maximum lenqth - Distance between base and tip perpendicular
J-to orientat,lon rlne.

Maximum width - Distance between most widely separated pair
;fffi*fi;:apposite lateral edges parallel to orientation
line.
Maximum thickness - Greatest cross-s€ction width parallel to
orientatlon rl.ne.

Base width Distance between sten-base junctures on lateral
AAq'C-pEiErtet to orientation line.

Stem width Distance between stem inflections parallel to
---Eorientation Ilne.

shoulder width - Distance between shoulders perPendicular to
----orientation rlne.

Stem heiqht - Distance between orientation line and more
EisEf-olE-3tem inf lection po i nts .

Shoulder height - Distance between orientation line and nore
AT-tEI-TE6frTders.

Stern ttrickness - Cross-section thickness at more distal of
;tg;-itriEE-ti"fr points parallel to orientation line.

Shoulder thickness - Cross-section thickness at more distal
af-fi6II?ffiE:-pEElret to orientation line'

Note that the greater of stem height is eguivaLent to the
stem length meaiurenent of the t{assachusetts Historical
Commissi6n (Johnson and Mahlstedt' 1984) '
Descriptive terms for cross section, longitudinal sectionr
blade shaper and base shape follow Binford (1963) '

I

I

I

,
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APPENDIX 4

Biface Measurenents

lbtes o{r the Tables

rn Tabre A4.lr rr€ight is given in grams. Material
codes (MAfL coDE) are as follows: llo-guartz, L2o-flesite,123-weathered fersic volcanic, L26-fine-grained felsicvolcanic, 130-quartzitei definitions are in Borstel(1984c:15.5). The classification of bifaces is listed inBifclass. Groups 1-3 are 1., 2., and 3.i 4. refers tofragments and miscellaneous bifaces. The decimal portionsof these codes refer to the A(.1), B(.21 , C(.3), ana D(.4)subgroups. Fragment codes are as follows: 0-complete;l0-fragmentary, 13-proximal, 14-distal, lS-mlAiaf,16-lateraI.

rn Tabre A4.2r il€lterial codes (MAT[, coDE) are as given
lEve - Fragment codes (poRTroN) are: 0-conplete,l-fragmentary. The classification of the stenned bifaces isgiven under TYPE coDE as followsr l-Group I (cape stemned),2-Groups 2 (Wading River), 3-Groups 3 (SguibnocfEt Stemnedi,4-Miscellaneous. The decimal portions- of the codes forGroups 2 and 3 refer to the cross-classification of thesebifaces in the !,lassachusetts Historical commissi;;t;
lygorogy of small stemmed points (Johnson and Mahrstedt1984:86-95): .1-small stelnmed I, .2-srnall stenned f I,.3-sma11 stemmed III, .4-snal1 stenmed Iv.
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TABLB AI.I

f,on-Stemed Biface Attributes

l

j

j

:

{
i

i

:AT NO

t6t?2
i6173
i618I
i6e03
t6?22
i6430
[6434
t6aB7
t6315
t6341

t638a
t6410
t64a1
t6459
r6202
r6tlt
t6344
16354
r6373
t6379

r6405
t6f09
t6439
t6443
r6r8e
r6e14
t6464
16278
t6275
r6e86

t6304
r63et
r6324
r63A8
r634S
r6353
16362
r6383
r 6389
16448

16468
L6t7t
16193
r6261
16343
t6et6
L6237
1637S
16393
16464

0.00
0.00

10.00
e0 .00
1S. 00
15. 00

0.00
10.00
10.00
10.00

0.00
15. 00
15. 00
10.00
10.00
10.00
t5. 00
15. 00
40.00
20.00

45.00
15. 00
e5. 00
15. 00
r0.00
5. 01

15. 00
10.00
15.00
0.00

r5.00
10.00
15. 00
0.00
5. 00

15.00
10.00
10.00
15.00
e5. 00

15.00
0 .00

15.00
0.00

10.00
10.00
10.00
40.00

5. 00
ts. 00

n.u.
4t.9.
n.9.

40 .50
r|.u.
ft.u.
ll.v.

,f4.40
n.u,
It.9.

art.u.
stf . t0
58.80
It.9.
n.9.
it.u.
ft.v.
lt.u.
n.u.
lt.v.

56.70
45.80

It.v.
lt.v.
ft.u.

64.S0
!t. u.
ft,v.

s7 .70
n.u.

n.9.
40 .20

alt. v .

3a .30
a{.u.
,t.u.
n.u.
n.v.
ar. u.

4e.30

,t.v.
44.90

Jt.v.
n.u.

58.10
at.v.
fi.9.
at.v.
fl .v.
It.v.

itAX tl (nn)

37.AO
lt.v.

a7.00
et.e0

!t.v.
e7 .80
30 .60
2e.40
24. a0
31 .80

3r.e0
a6 .80
30 .50
4t .80
27.50
et .00
t6.30
e8.70
26. 10
?e.30

?s.70
?3.70
27.60
24. e0
40.00
e5.40
er .80
19.20
a3. 00
23. 00

!t.9.
40 .80

!t.v.
{1 .9.

17.40
at.v.

35.40
19.50
??.?o
16. 60

ee. t0
e6.50
38. e0
33. 00
34.30
34.60
15. 30
37.00
41. 00
34.00

l{AX T (rrn)

14.80
n.v.

19.40
r2. 00

n. u.
15.30
14. t0
14.30
1e. 00
17 .50

r7. 00
ls.60
e3. a0
e4.10

8.40
10.00
9. 10

1?.00
te. a0
9. e0

11.50
13. e0
13.30
11. t0
10.00
11 .30
8.40
6.40

11. a0
11.70

Jl .v.
11.00
Jt.9.
i.v.
8.70
ll .u.
9.'60

18.90
11.30
8.90

11. t0
15. 10
l7 .a0
14. 10
a?. t0
11 .90
3e.00
14.50
15.30
13.50

UEIGHT

?3. 04
2?.92
at .91
14.99
6.24

is.34
16.41
t7 .37
t0 . a0
21.e0

16.??
46.48
43.79
35.48
11.20
11.04
L5.67
t7 .74
14.44
10.e7

13.68
1e.6il
16 .34
9.75
7.LS

19.88
4.67
3.66

15. a0
1e.96

I .83
a.?7
a. 05
t .98
5. t6
4.92
6.79
3.96
4.76
5.91

6.85
19 .80
e? .0?
24. 09
48.43
8.30
9.00

18.41
44.60
e0 .90

I{ATL CODE

1e0
110
tt0
1t0
tt0
110
140
tt0
1r0
110

re3
110
110
110
r?6
110
130
110
140
120

1e6
146
110
t10
110
110
tt0
1e6
t20
126

110
te0
rt0
110
rt0
110
ta6
t10
Le6
110

110
110
tt0
te0
tt0
1r0
110
110
110
110

BifClass

1. t0
1.10
1.10
I .10
1.10
1 . t0
1.10
t .10
l. t0
1.10

t. t0
I . t0
1. t0
I . t0
1.?0
1.e0
t.e0
r.e0
1.e0
t.a0

1.e0
t.a0
t.?0
1.e0
t .30
I .30
t .30
t .30
I .30
I .30

t .30
I .30
1.30
r .30
1 .30
1 .30
1 .30
I .30
1.30
1 .30

I .30
e. t0
e. t0
e.10
2. t0
e. ?0
2.20
e.20
e. t0
e. ?0

Frag|i€n t

10.00
10.00
10.00
14.00
13.00
15.00
15.00
0.00

14.00
13. 00

14. 00
0.00
0. 00

10.00
13.00
t4.00
10.00
14.00
13. 00
14.00

0.00
0 00

13.00
13.00
14.00
0. 00

14. 00
14.00

0.00
10.00

15. 00
0 .00

15. 00
16.00
15.00
14.00
10.00
13.00
13. 00
0.00

13.00
10.00
13.00
13.00

0.00
14.00
14. 00
13.00
14.00
10.00

EU

t98
e01e

?02
a05e
t08
a09
er0
216
2IB
ee0

??9t
ee8
ea?
?11
e0tf
206
2?0
222
ee3
ea4

2274
?28
23t
232
a0a
?07

et3e
414
e14
?Lb

?t7
?TB
erB
219
???
???
ea3

e251
e2s4

234

20 14
t97
?03

e13e
?,212

?07
et0
2?3
2e,6
el1

LEUEL IIAX L ( nn )
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TABLE A{.I
(Coritinued )

CAT NO

I 6191
16195
16??9
16300
16396
164?0
16440
r6180
1619 0

16207

16231
16e83
16488
16336
t6376
16381
1638A
16434
16450
16451

L6177
16263
16340
16387
1643?
164S3
16460
16463
16179
16r81

1618S
16e43
16267
16277
16277
16e91
16318
t6327
I6357
16363

16364
16366
1617A
16194
16194
16196
I 6?01

LEVEt.

t0.00
15. 00
15.00
1S. 00
15.00
15.00
e5. 00

0.00
t0.00
10.00

15.00
15. 00
10.00
e0.00

0.00
?0.00
15. 00
20.00
15. 00
1S. 00

10.00
15. 00
10.00
1S. 00

0.00
0.00

10.00
15. 00
10.00
s. 00

10.00
15.00
15.00
10.00
1S. 00
15. 00
10.00
30.00
e5. 00
10.00

15. 00
1S. 00
10. 00
10.00
15.00
15.00
t 0 00

l{AX l- (nm)

45. 00

ll. u.
48.80

at. u.
49 .70

s6.00
50.e0
54.10
63.30
59.00

a.1.9.
52. e0
71.50

It. v.
57.80
n.u.

57. 00

30.s0

n.u.
n.v-

39.60
n.u.
lt.v.

4e.50
45.40

it.u.
Jt. u.

n.u.
.i4 ln

l'lAX U (ca)

28.70
e7.30
e4.00
31 .00
29. 60
24. ?0
?ft.70
n.v.

30.10
37.80

23.30
48.80
n.9.

38.40
34.90
3e.20

ft.v.
33. 00
35 .50

sl.00
fit,u.

58.50
43.70
39. 00
41. e0
39.40
50 .40
39.50
45. g0

20 .80
35. S0
48.00
35.30
36.00
26.90
25. 00
3e.80
41 .20

?7 .s0
st.?0
26.20
40.00

,,1.V.
ft.v.

4t c0

l,lAX T (trn)

13. ?0
14.40
12.10
11.00
14.30
11.80
14.80

11.50
14.90

9. 10
11.e0
s.30
fi.9 .

9.10
10 .70
10.30
17. 00
13. 00
1e. 00

22. 00
20.70
3?. a0
17.30
18. 30
e4.50
23.30
14.30
19.60
18. 40

9.60
13.40
15.00
19. 30
14.50
L7.tg
12.80
?0.s0
41.00
11 .80

ts. 00
16.90
8.60

15. 60

P4 n0

lIE I GHT

e0.09
5.46

73.57
7 .17

e0.10
16.00
19.39
13 .76
16 .33
30 .79

7 .71
15. 04

7 .77
11.13
10.86
9.45

20.55
L7 .69
?t.97
?1 .42

5e. 16
3e. e5

133
2? .95
48.10
c7.62
44.89
4r .21
32.83
37. 03

5.77
15. 57
22.A7
34 .86
16.10
40 .3?

9. e8
?4.97
33.64
19.45

15.33
36.39

6.40
15.69
8.54
4.00

77 93

f,tA tL c0DF-

110
110
110
110
110
l. 10
110
110
r10
110

r10
110
110
110
1e0
110
110
110
1?0
t?0

t10
110
110
110
t?0
110
tt0
110
t10
110

110
110
t?0
130
110
120
110
110
i10
t?6

110
110
110
110
110
110
1t0

IifCIass
?.30
2 .30
?. 30
2 .30
?.30
;? .30
e.30
e.40
2.40
?40

?.40
?.40
2. 40
2.40
ieo
2.40
?. 40
?.40
2 .40
2.40

3. t0
3. 10
3.10
3.10
3.10
3. 10
3. 10
3. t0
3. 20
3.e0

3. ?0
3. e0
3.20
3. a0
3.20
3.20
3. e0
3. ?0
3. ?0
3.?0

3. ?0
3 .20
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
40n

l:r aqnen t

13.00
14.00

0.00
14.00

0.00
0 .00
0.00

16.00
0.00
0.00

14.00
0 .00

14.00
16.00
14.00
0.00
0.00

16.00
0.00
0.00

10.00
r0 .00

0.00
10.00

0.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10 .00
10.00

0.00
10 .00
10.00
10.00

0.00
10 .00
10.00
10 .00

0.00
10.00

13.00
10 .00
15. 00
15.00
15.00
is.00
n oo

EU

e03
e03
e09
?17
??6
??9
e31
?02
?03
206

?,09
215
e16
?19
2?3
??4

2453
430
?33
233

201 I
e132

ee0
2es?

e30
198
?11
?1r

e01 I
402

e0a
410

?t3?
214
?14
e16
418
418
?42
??3

??3
223
?01
?02
e03
?03
?na

45,.70
51 .30
48.00
60.e0
49. e0
58.30

----
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TABLE A4.I
(Continued)

CAT NO

16e13
t62?t
162?3
16"?6
t6257
t6e6e
1 6268
16e9e
1630 I
16309

16313
16314
763t7
16322
16346
16334
r6350
[635e
16355
16365

t6367
16369
1 6384
16385
r6386
16398
16404
16407
16408
16414

16415
16418
16419
164e4
16438
16459
16461
1646e
t670t
t670?

EU

?07
e0B
408
e09
?t?

el 31
et 33
e16
e.t7
elg

e18
218
et8
218
er8
2t9
?2?
?2?
2??
ee3

zes
e23

et52
2e51
eeSe

e?6
?274

e28
ea8
e28

229
229
??9
??9
?31

2054
etl
eit
?26

?01P

LEVEL

s. 00
10.00
40.00

0.00
15. 00
10.00
e5. 00
15.00
15. 00
10.00

r0.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
?0.00
10.00
10.00
15.00
t0.00
15. 00

15. 00
15. 00
10.00
15.00
15. 00
15.00
40.00
10.00
15. 00
es.00

0.00
15.00
15. 00
ts. 00
10.00
15. 00
10.00
t0.00
15. 00
10.00

tIEIGHT

8.34
le.01
37 .44
?s.59
4.72
3.46
?.97

18. ?1
.53

11.09

10.31
6. 42
5. 48

19.66
4 .56

11 .51
e4.98
9.43

|e.07
1?. B0

BifCIess

4. 00
4.00
4. 00
4.00
4. 00
4.00
4. 00
4.00
4.00
4. 00

4. 00
4.00
4. 00
4.00
4. 00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00

4.00
4.00
4. 00
4. 00
4. 00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4. 00
4.00

4. 00
4.00
4. 00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4. 00
4.00

Fregnen t

15. 00
r4.00
15. 00

. t5.00
14. 00
15.00
13. 00
14.00
14.00
15.00

15.00
13. 00
14.00
15.00
15.00
t5. 00
0.00

14.00
13.00
15.00

15.00
14.00
15.00
14.00
14.00
14.00
14. 00
13.00
10.00
14. 00

0.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
15. 00
15.00
t5 00
i4.00
14,00
13.00

l'lAX L (r.rtt)

ft.u.
l|.v.

63. 40
It.v.
n.9.
,'1. u .

n.v.
,t.v.
,r.9.

4? .20

l|.v.
n. v.
n.v.
lt.v.
fi.u.
ti.v.

44. 00
!i.v.
n. v.
n.v.

n.v.
It.u.
fi.9.
ft.u.
at.u.
ft.v.
,rt. I .

!t.v.
64. 00
l|.v.

35.00
n.9.
n.v.
fi.9.
ft.v.
ll .9.
fl .9.
!t.v.
n.u,
It.9.

l.lAX bl (mn)

n,v.
'l.v.!t.9.

4L.70
a't.u.
!i.v.
fi.v.
n.v.
fi.u.
at.u.

31 .10
ri.u.
fi.9.

30.00
!1 .u.
n.v.

38.50
33 .30
e5.00
34 .20

It.u.
n.v.
ll , u.
n.v.
fi.v.
n.u.

48.30
?r .80
43.40
!t.v.

26.00

3e .30
n.v.
ft.u.

34. 00
27.30

fl .u.

f{AX T (nn)

n.u.
e8. 00
19. 00
!t.u.
H.9.
n.9.
n.u.
n.u.

L7 .40

13.10

n.u.
11.e0
n.v.
n.u.

18. t0
11. t0
13. a0
Lt .7s

It.u,

fi.u.
n.v.
h.u.

te.10
1?.30
ea. 60
at.v.

11.10
arr. u.

t8 .70

It.u.
11 .50
14.00

I.IATL CODE

110
110
110
110
110
130
110
120
tt0
110

rt0
1t0
110
1e3
1e0
tt0
tt0
110
tt0
1t0

110
110
110
110
110
110
te0
110
t?6
110

110
110
110
110
110
110
110
140
7?6
110

i

I

I

1
4
I

I

!
{

12.60
e .59
s .54
9 .73
2.75
I .86

18. 78
8.60

40.35
1.06

10.08
tt.e9
22.64
8.36
6. ?0
s.44
9.54
1 .36
8.95
9. tl

i

1
I

I

l

.i

I

i

I

t

{

il
t

17 2
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TABLE A4.2 (Continued)

CAT N0 ETEi{ Lf ( nn )

16186
16400
16410
t6a1?
16250
16e52
16453
t6a8t
16e90
16a?5

t6?97
16345
r635r
16378
16380
t6394
1639s
1640e
16403
16417

16454
r6t9e
16e18
r6ea5
t6?27
16e33
16440
r6248
l6as4
16306

t63s7
15346
16349
t637L
t6t7s
t6LA7
t6L76
16484
16390
16449

17,?0
a0 .40
e4. e0
n.v.

19.50
19.e0
19. e0
t8 , e0

fi,v.
18,60

4e.00
?1 .60
19 .80
el .40
19 .50
?1.e0
?2.30
19 .30
18.00
t? .30

19.30
It.v.
ft.v,

14,40
t3.70
te .30

7 .80
14.00
1e.40
13.60

13.00
15.10
11.40
te .90
t6.80
?. t0

e0,00
e9.00
16.00
1e .30

STEI'I T(nn)

5.50
7 ,30

1e.80
ft.v.
I .50
9 .60
Le0

t0,00
a,l. v .

r1.40

8.00
t?.00
8.90
8.00
L00
9.e0
I .30
6.40
I .50
8.10

I .30
It,v,
It.v.
s .90
6 .50
5 .60
6.00
5. e0
6.00
6 .80

1t . 40
9.?0
6.00
8 ,70
7 ,70
3.70
5,90
5.60
5 .90
5 .70

BASE Ll ( tttt )

19.00
44 ,50
e4.40

i'l .v.
e0.50
a5.e0
19.40
e1 .70
18.70
et .90

?3 ' {'0
e4 .60
aa .50
?4.70
ee.00
?4 .50
a4 .80
el .00
e0 .50
el .60

fl .v.
11.60
lr.v.

14. ?0
14. ?0
13.00
1e.30
1e.40
1l .30
13.70

te .30
t4 .70
11.10
Lt .70
L00
9.00

19.00
31.00
18.80
13.00

IIEIGHT ( g )

8.4e
3. 07

30 .46
4.01
?.75
a .47
7.53
4 .81
4 .65

tL.57

10.86
5.16
5.66
5.70

1e.66
10 . ?11

8. frl
8 .56
7 .88
7 .99

3.?7
.98

a.3a
3.71
4 .47
3 .5e
5. i9
a .69
5.00
4. tg

? .56
7 .43
4.05
6. 66
3.S6

.95
77.4?
8.ale

10.86
6 .35

I.lATL CODE

110
110
110
110
tt0
110
110
110
110
110

110
110
t10
110
L?6
tt0
110
tt0
110
110

110
110
1t0
tt0
110
110
110
l.t0
110
t. 10

1r0
110
110
l.t0
110
tt0
te6
te6
1?6
1?6

PORTION

0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
r.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0 .00
L00
0.00
I .00
0.00
t,00
1.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
t .00
1.00
1.00
t.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
1.00
1.00
r. .00
1.00
1.00
1.00
I .00
r.00
r.00

TYPE CODE

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
t.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
l. .00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1..00

1.00
i1.01
?.03
;l . 0.5
e.03
? .0?
e.0?
el.0'1
n.0i
Lil.0'5

?.0.5
';::.04
?.0e
1' na

3. 04
3.00
4. 00
4.00
4.00
4.00

Variable | 17 has been deleted, ?8 variables renain
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APPENDIX 5

A_lpequlative Image of IgBN2gI

often the archeologist arrives at the end of an anaryticalcycl9, having established certain notions with greater or lesserconfidence, but without having brought these [og"itr". to form avivid whore. Tl" following is in erf6rt to draw iucn a pictureof the site makes onry a mininal craim to vericiar, althougheverywhere it lr." sought to be plausible, based on-tt" evidencerecovered fron the site,

!bre than four milrenia a9o, people of the sguibnocketcomprex came to camp in the pitch pine<ak woodland 6t pilgrimHeights. They may have come by sea, ptying u"""""trusetts Bay indugout canoes, -9r they may have wairla in along irairs arieaaymany centuries old. Their camping place was soon familiar tathen, for they came oftenr-bui itreir visits never lasted morethan a few weeks.

At their_canp, tle squibnocket people buirt simple sherterswith sapling franeworks covered by mits-or skins, Their shelterswgre quickly constructed and eisily vacated. Around the 
"u*pthey cooked wherever it ltas conveni6nt sometimes indoors,sometimes out, rearranging used rocks and building -freartns 

afreshto suit the most current need, sometines it6v 
""oked by potboiling and at other times by roasting, arways uJiig woods thatburned to ash.

Their material possessions were varied, but mostlyperishable once discarded. While at campr they rnade and repaireditems of woodr_ bone, skine and fiber. Some of their tools vrerestone r drd for stone tool_q they nearly arways u".a quartz. rnthis, these ancient cape codders iere rike their teitow peopresthroughout southern New England, who just then-Ji"a.ined arlother kinds of rocks, The people of thi; c"rp- .t High Headgathered these raw materiats ls stones on nearblr beaches. Thesetlt"y-brought back to canp and shaped into toors, some toors wereqimply made .!v removing a few ilakes from " p"6or", but ot,hersdemanded considerable sri11 and some snall invistment of time.vihile at camp the tool makers also reJharpened [n. -ourr"a 
toolsand took the old or broken ones from their hafts -for discard.The tool makers worked in no speciar prace,just where the company was .good or where the ground was dry or
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where the air vras luarm and br ight, The wastage f rom stone

chipping ytas everlruhere auoui th:--::ryr dnd' along with the

fire-broken ;;;1! from last season's hearthsr Passing feet
quickly pr""".a-it. debris into the forest floor '

Theirprojectileswerejavelinstippedwith-smallstone
points, and 

-ii"V of !!" SquLbnocket people carried at least one

stout chipped "io'n" 
knif e ' 

--'rh" 
knives- had wooden handles with

stems tightly -b;;"e in hafts that reached to the base of the
blade, onry the people "r irt"-.ur.ring rand by t!e. great "?ltwater made these knives, not the others who lived back from the
sea.

Hunters went out from camp, returning with deer and other
game. And dorn the scarp to t,ne shore sone people went, to f ish
in the bay or in the quiet cove between the headland and the
spit, They u".a- g""r which they kept in repair at camp' To

weight the gear the people used pluinmet itonesr tied by means. of
a cord around the neck. perhaps they cast or perhaps they seined
or perhaps, like the people of -sirawmut, across the bay to the
northwest, th;t naa weir3 at tne edge of the salt marsh' They
brought back fish of many kindl to cook and eat at camp' but
rarely consumed shellfish there'

The years cycled many times and the people returned again
and again. Then they came no more, Perhaps their way of life
;h;d;d oi it maybe that they were _replaced by newcomers who

;i6;''a care for the camp back f rom the shore. The air was

quieter now, f illed only witfr forest sounds. No longer v'as the
d;fu-"it" aii.r" with the crack of stoneworkingr the laughter from
the storyteller, or the smell of woodsnoke and cooked venison'

176



REFERENCES CITED

Altpeter, t. Sanford
L937 History of the Forests of Cape Cod. Ms.___&Effi q ua Ee r srepe To?Ffr€Ti6fllEa s hor e,

We11fleet, It{assachusetts .

on fiIe,
South

Barber,
1981

Barnes,
L97 2

Binford,
I 963

Borste 1,
L982

Russell R.
Quartz Technology at the Sassafras Site, A Prehistoric
Quarry-Workshop. In Quartz Technology in Prehistoric
New Englandr €dited bffiffi-f'.-fg=67
Institute for Conservation Archaeology, Peabody Museum,
Harvard University, Canbridge, Massachusetts.

Ruth Carol
Bear Snramp 2z A Prelininary Report. PhD.b--4+-aTEffiEAEi6il-UniiEEiE GfFefiSflvania. No.
72-251537' UDiversity Microfilnsr Ann Arbor, Michigan.

Lewis R.
A Proposed Attribute List for the Description and
Classification of Projectile Points. fn Miscellaneous
Studies in T-ypglggL atd glassif ication, ppIlEi:Z2T:-
ffi':ETtrtp6l3eTEAfffifr o. -Tq:--TCe-um o l- ant hrop ot e y t
University of Michiganr Ann Arbor.

Christopher t.
lrglqeolqar,qal l4vestigations at the Young Site, Alton,
EaTne . 

.-.Ga sTonffi-ffi-Eeine ErEEaeot6g y
No. 2. Maine Historic Preservation Comnission,

1984a

Augusta.

Stratigraphy and Archeological Context of prehistoric
Sites at Cape Cod National Seashore. In Chapters in
the_lIglgslogy of ggjg_*9, I, vol. 1, edTE6ti-5fl-
FFffiE13-F:-TAE;?i4fr6--ffifrer -2 2e. cut turat ReSources
llanagement Study No. 8. Division of Cultural
Resources, tbrth Atlantic Regional Off icer National
Park Service, Boston.

r98'b Prehistoric site chronology: A preliminary Report.

177



In Chapters in the Archeololty of Cape Codr It vol . It
eaiEEFS-y tg. Cultural
Resources Management Study No. 8. Division of Cultural
Resources ' North Atlantic Regional Office' National
Park Service, Boston.

I984c Stones for Tool-Irlaking: tocal Resources and
Archeological dcservations. In Chapters in, the
Archeologv of Cape cod, T., vol. ffi?ancis P.
ItbEanamon, pp:-77497. Cul tural Resources Management
Study li&). 8. Division of Cultural Resourcesr North
Atlantic Regional Officer National Park Service,
Boston.

Brennan, Louis A.
L977 The tcwer Hudson: The Archaic. fn Amerinds and

Their paleoenvi ronnents in t{ortheasEffi-f iEf,--Enerica,
EdTEaa-Er--mEIEffi -TEilffi fi -d-E;ffi eIFEfi ;-FF'.-
411-430. Annals, vol. 288. New York Academy of
Sciencesr New York.

Childs, S. Terry
1984 Prehistoric Ceranic Remains. In Chapters in the

Archeology of Cape cod, T, vol. 2@cis P.
E'frffiffit-FFiI[TT--7TE . iul tural Resources Managenent
Study llo. 8. Division of Cultural Resources, North
Atlantic Regional Officer National Park Service'
Boston.

Clemenson, Ber1e
L979 Historic Resource Studv: Cape Cod NationalEffi EEEffi-HT EEilTE-Fiffi t i on

E:iTffiffiiTEle Center, National Park Servicer
Denver.

Crabtree, Don E.
L972 An Introduction to Flintworktng. Occasional

Fape ersity Muserm,
Pocatello.

Dicksonl F.P.
I98l Australian Stone Hatchets. Acadenic Pressr Nelt

Dincauze, Dena F.
L972 The Atlantic Phase: A Late Archaic Culture in

Massachusetts. l.lan in the Northeast 4:40-61.

An Introduction to Archaeology in the Greater
Boston Area. Archaeoloqv of Eastern North America
2239-67.

L97 4

178



L976 The Neville Sitq:.__gr_900 years at Amoskeas,Eanae@ffi Monographsffi;-fi--jfr.;ilifdfitfr:itffiTEy press r Carnb ridse,Massachusetts.

Dunnell, Robert C.1971 Systematics_in plghiglggl. Free presse NewTffi
Fi tzgerald , Jo1rce

1984 Fort Hiu r9g3: Excavations at r9BN30gconcentration 33. Ms. on file, Division of culturarResources' North Atrantic Regionar office, Nationarpark Servjce, Boston.

FoIkr Robert L.
L97 4 petrglogv gg_ggg$entarv Roc hs . rremphi 11, Austi n,tElas.

Funkr Robert E.L976 Rec-ent_ Contributl%1to-qq!son ValleI_p;ehi"tgry.E66ir-zr--TFTo?r-m;effi Eaf
Gogginr John M.

1949 cultural Traditions in Florida prehistory. rn TheFlorida rndian and His Ngighbgggr €dited-uv i.w:-cffi-FF:-rFrr;-Ifi a;-ffi 
" 
;-;;;;. ; ; Ro r I i n sCollege, Winter parkr Florida.

@uldr Richard A. and Sherry Saggers1985 Lithic procurenenl in'dentral Australia: A croserLook at Binford's Idea of Embeddedness in-Archa"ofogy.american enliquity 50: lf7_136.
Hancock, Mary E.1984 shellfish Distribution on prehistoric

Archeological Sitesr Outer Cape @d. In Chapters in theArc*g}ggl*glgEe, g?9, r r_ voi. z, eaiCeETf=ffi8fifr'amo,rfiFF:-sr-Tz0: cul turar i."our".s uanagementstudy No- g- Division of culturar nesouices, ribrthAtlantic Regionar office, Nationar park seivice,Boston.

IIar!!ig, Frederick and Brian E. DearingL979 Exntoratory Data j!3.E;ia. ---6uantative 
Applications inffiTt-Fage eublication' ieverry Hi *s,California.

Hays, William L.L973 glaEig!.lgglor the sociat seiences. HoIt,E ;:=ia;1F' "v-b'

-

179



Johnson,
1984

Krumbein '193 4

Eric S.
Guide

and Thomas F. Mahlstedt
to Preh istoric - eite Flfes -glg-49!il-gg.!

t(alin I Jef freY
1981 Stei Point Manufacture and Debitage Recovery.

ArcE3gg]gJ-gf Ea@erica 9: 134-175'

Koteff t
L967

Carlr R.N. OIdaIe, and J.H. Hartshorn
Geological lrlaP of the -Iilorth Truro @,edra 1e

ceEi6n E ffiil--T;E5a?huffiE-Ertor ic al
OmmlSSlOnt

sachusetts . Ceological
rangle FEETEe-TnfEed states, t{aP GO-599. U.S.

Geological

lil .c.

Survey, Washingtonr D.C.

ilournal of

€ciengg 220 2L269 -L27 L.

Thomas
Prehistoric Overview. fn Historic and

Cod. Journal

Size Frequency Distribution of Sedirnents.
Sedimentary PetroloEl 4265-77.

eatherman, Stephen P. and Paul J. 6df rey
19?9 gnvironmental Ef fects of Dune Mining ' Itlount

Ararat, The Province Iands. In Envirorunentqf-sselegis
Guide to Outer CaPe @d, edited
EEmfiffififrp TFZ32. Field rrip Guide Book for
the Eastern Stction of the Society of Econonic
Paleontologists and Mineralogists. University of
Massachusetts-llational Park Service @operative
Research Unitr Amherst.

by, Thomas H.-iggg prehistoric Blood Residues: Detection on $ool
surfaces and Identification of species of origin.

Mahlstedt,
1.98s

E'iE6?IEal[-commission r in pr ess'

McCaffreyr Cheryl and Stephen P. Leatherman
LgTg ttistoiical Land Use Practices and Dune Instabillty

in the Province Lands. In Envirosegga,lJgeglogic Gui4e
to Outer Cape Cod, edited by Stephen P' Leatherman' PP'
2Tf-ffii?-ft1-rriP Guide Book for the Eastern
Section of the socieiy of Economic Paleontologists ?nd
Minerafogists. Univeisity of ltassachusetts-National
park Seriice Cooperative Research Unitr Amherst.

I'lcManamonr Franci s P.
Lg82 Prehistoric Land Use on Outer Cape

of Field ArcfiaeologY 9:1-20'

e

180



I984a Project Goalsr History and Products.- rl gEPleIs,
in the Archeology of Cape C9d, !, vol' I' edited by
ffffiAffi-F:-fiEffi4fi'6ti-FFl-I=?3. cultural Resources
Management Study l{o. 8. Division of Cultural
Resources, North Atlantic Regional office, National
Park Servicer Boston.

In Chapters in the Archeoloqv of
eorted Dy Francis p. McMananon,

Resources Management Study No. 8.

I984b Methods and Techniques for Survey and Site
Exanination. In Chapters !q,_lhe Alcheology of Capg
cod, !, vol. I, eEiEEd-FFiaiE[E P. McManamonr pp.
ffiqq. Cultural Resources Management Study lb. 8.
Division of Orltural Resources, North Atlantic Regional
Office, National Park Service, Boston.

f984c Geographical Orientation and fntrasite Units of
Analysis. fn Chapters in the Archeology of Cape eod,
I, vo1. I, edi fr?n, pp.-Ffr.
Cultural Resources Management Study No. 8. Division of
CuItural Resources, North Atlantic Regional Office,
National Park Service, Boston.

1984d lYpes of Archeological Detrnsits and l,ithic
Assenblage Analysis.
C_qpe Cod, f , vol. 2,
FF:IAZ. culturar
Division of cultural Resources, North Atrantii RegionalOffice, National park Service, Boston.

1984e Prehistoric CulturaL Adaptations and their
Evolution on Outer Cape Cod. fn ehapters in the
Archeolmaffi$: '6"I?l;"2;-€TiE 

fiffir-ancis P-

Resources Managenent study lso. B. Division of cuLtural
Resources, North Atlantic Regional Office, NationalPark Servicer Boston.

(editor)
1984 Ch_apters in the Archeglogl of €ape egfu I (2i6rt)T-EErrEatTffiEEFEnasemenr study rirc. 8.Division of Cultural Resources, North Rtlaniic negionalOffice, National park Service, Boston.

I'lcManamon, Francis p. and Christopher L. Borstel1984 The Natural Environment and Naturar Resources. rnChapters in rhe qg$SgrggIlgJspg_god, r, vol. t,EAiE?f r pp. 95-115. Cultural
Resources Management Study No. 8. oivision of Cultural
Resources, l{crth Atlantic Regional Off icer NationalPark Service, Boston.

181



IrlcMi llan,
L977

Moffett,
1944

Barbara Ann
The Shawqge lrtinisin! _gite: A technotoqical

ffi.rtationr TheAmer 744L, UniversityMicrofilnsr Ann Arbor.

Ross
Materials Used for Chipped Implenents. Bulletin
_of the Massactrusetts Archaeoloqical Socie 2-47.

1957 A Review of Cape Cod Archaeology. Bulletin of the
Ma s s a ch u s e!!E__A$h a e gfgg-igglgoc i e Iy-T9IFrII .

L959 Notes on the Small's Swamp Shell Heapr Truro,
Massachusetts. Bulletin of the Massachusetts
A r c h a eor]ggiga!_g@-Zl3 FIA .---

L952 Notes on
National
Cultural
National

Nance, Jack D.
I981 Statistical Fact and

It{odels in Snall Site
Archaeological Faith: Two
Sampling. ilournal of Field

the Archaeological Survey for the
Park Service. Ms. on file, Division of
Resources, North Atlantic Regional Office,
Park Service, Boston.

-0:Shagglgg.L s : 151-165 .

Nelson, Lee H.
1968 Nail'Chronoloqv as an Aid to Datinq Old Buildinqs.

Tffi-E. EnEiEffi-EsEffitate
and Local History, Nashviller Tennessee.

O'Donne1l, Patricia A. and Stephen P. Leatherman
1980 Generalized Maps and Geomorphic Reconstruction of

Outer Cape Cod Between 121000 B.P. and 500 B.P. Ms. on
file, Division of Cultural Reaources' North Atlantic
Regional Officer National Park Servicer Boston.

OLdaIer Robert N.
1969 Seismic Investigations on Cape Cod, Martha's

Vineyard, and Nantucket, Massachusettsr and a
Topographic Map of the Basement Surface from Cape Cod
Bay to the Islands. u.9. qeg&gigql Survey
pr 6Eeeqi-e4-el*-Pi€9 s 6 sE:ffiTtffiT7fr--

L976 Notes on' the Generali zed -@olog ic ltap of Cape Cod.
6FAn-FTIFEFoTT-7F76f-Ti:@E?C!7 woo d s
HoIe, Massachusetts.

| 82



L982 Pleistocene Stratigraphy of Nantucket, Martha,s
Yil:vgta, !1" Elizabeth rslands, 

"tra-c"f" cod,Massachusetts. rn rale wisscng!_nan ctaliation or lqewH*:"qii::iii"3*. =i".ffi
Oldale, Robert N. and Charles J. O,Hara1980 New Radiocarbon Dates from the rnner continentalshelf off southeastern Massachusetts and a rocalsea-level-rise curve for the Fast r2r000 yr. €eologv

8:102-106.

Peech, Michael
1955 Hydrogen-Ion Activity. fn Methods of Soil

Analysis, edited by c.A. 81Effi6.
ft6Tfril' ttre series Agronomy. emirican Society
of Agronony, It{adisonr lrlisconsin.

Poppe2 L.J., A. Eliason and J.J. Fredericks
1985 APSAS: An Autonated Particle Size Analysisslgteq. ill-Fivey,

ffiEEilng ton, D. c .

Pryor, Wayne
1971 Grain Shape. fD Prgqedureq_I4 gefliryeltery

ne tr otggyi ea i ted-5!-FTffiffipfrTT3Frs o .
trIIEFffi'Eersciencer New York.

Redfie1d, A.C. and M. Rubin
L962 Ttre Age of Salt Marsh Peat and ItE Relation to

Recent Changes in Sea Level at Barnstable'
I'lassachusetts. Prggeedi4gg of the national Acadenv of
Science 48:1728-TfrF.@

Rednanr Charles L.
L974 Archaeoloqical Sanplinq Strateqies. Addison-mffiffiost-sr eddison-wesley,

Reading, Massachusetts.

Redman, CharLes L. and Ronald D. Anzalone
1980 Discovering Architectural Patterning at a Cotplex

S ite. Amer ican Antiquity 45 z 284-290.

Richardson, James 8., III
1983 Prehistory and Paleoenvironments on Martha's

Vineyard: Some PreLiminary Observations. Paper
presented at the 48th Annual Meeting of the Society for
Anerlcan Archaeol c4lyr Pittsburgh.

Ritchie, Duncan
1981 Quartz Reduction Sequence from Small Stemmed Point

Contexts in the Taunton BaEinr South Eastern
Massachusetts. In Ouartz lechnology in Prehistoric New
England r edited uv 42-_-

183



Ritchie r
1969a

Institute for Conservation Archaeology, Peabody lrluseum,
Harvard University, Cambridger Massachusettes .

William A.
ftre Archaeoloqv of New York State, 2d. rev. €d.
NaE aT-HTsEoraFress, (Ffdlen Ci ty, New Yor k .

197r for New York
n No. 384r New york State
Albany.

Rockmore, Marlene
L979 Documentary Review of the Historical Archeology of

the Cape Cod lihtional Seashore. Ms. on f ile, -bivision
of Cultural Resources, North Atlantic Regional Office,National park Service, Boston.

Sanger, David
L973 cow point: An Archalg cemetary in New Brunswick.EiaTaeoT6'sjErffitE -F.c-?ia&.-iia;Effii€iGtlr" . L2.National Museun of Man, Ottana.

Snow, Dean R.
1980 The Arctraeglggy_of New England. Acadenic press,frffirf

Soil Conservation Service
1980 soils and Their rnterpretations for various LandUses: Cape Cod National Seashore. Ms. o' file,

Headquartersr Cape Cod National Seashore, soutirWellfleet, Massachusetts .

L982 Technical Guide Material, Section If: SoiIrnterpretations Records. Ms. on fire, Barnstable
County Conservation District, West Barnstable,
Massachusetts.

Spiess, Arthur E.
1984 Faunal rdentification cards. Ms. or file,Division of CuLtural Resources, North Atlantic RegionalOffice, National park Service, Boston.

1969b The Archaeolqy of lrhrtha's Vineyard. Natural

--

History Press, Garden City, New York.

Cape Cod National Seashore Archeological Survey
F'aunal Remains. Ms. on f ile, pivision of cultirralResources, Ncrth Atlantic Re{tional office, NationalPark Service, Boston.

and Nomenclature
ec Points. BuI Ie

ence Service,

1985

184



I

I

I

Stap1es,
L969

Thomas,
I980

Wtr ite ,
1963

A. C.
The
of

and R.C. Athearn
Bear Swamp Site = A preliminary Report.the Mqssachusetts Arcjraeolog ical Soci et

Natural History

Bulletin30---(

Strahlerr Arthur N.
1966 A Geologist,s Vieiffi 

";-Ea;aa;Trtjjsf fu F$:#.
An Early Archaicsite in-@68

a partment ofr UniversfEy of Vermont,AnEnropology nepor
Burlington.

Tuck, James A.1971 An Archaic Cenetery at port au Sroix,
Newf ound I and . An sr ig ur,__ar,!id r-gr- 16 I g + 3 _ 3 5 7 .

Anta M.

*l:*t:::^:::":lt:i":- ?: !!e^chipped-srone rndus trv,v Irtvtl.t L

5::l_:llg:Ir si!"r- .cathoun counry, rllinoi s. rn

hli lmsen,
L97 4

Winkler,
L982

1985

Wyatt,
L977

A L2'000-year History of vegetation and climatej::r8l5ri:, r{assacrrusetts. gslsr.er" ***
Ronald J.

The Archaic on Long Island. In AmeriFaleoe nv ircti-*xtil:t'iPi$ ffit"ited
llffi:"r vot. 288. Neyr yori a""a"ilV'oi-sci.r,..",- New

uiscellaqeous Studies in and Classificationpp. l-70. roPo cal Papers No.Anthropology, university OE
rau.tgu

Michigan, Ann Arbor.
seun o

Edwin N.
IIunti Harper and

Late-gla-cial and post lacial etqtion ttistor ofand t mno
{assachudet s. Ins e for rorunentaltudiesl

Wisconsin,
o Resources
Madison.

ogram, University of

Lindennei qr :A pleistocene

Marjorie Green

185



Zeigler r
S. Giese

195 s

John M. r Sherwood D. TuttLe, Herman J' Tashar and Graham

Provincelands HooktThe Age and DeveloPnent of. the
Outer CaPe Cod, Massachusetts'
OceanograPhY 10 (SuPPLement) :

I

{

{
I

I

I

l

186




